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Summary

Section 66904 of the Education Code states the Leg- .
islature’s intention not to approve State funds for

new campuses or cff-campus centers without the

Commission’s concurrence. Pursuant to that re- .
quirement, in 1986 the Trustees of the California

State University submitted to the Commission a pro-

posal o purchase a 350- to 400-acre site for a per-

manent upper-division and graduate off-campus cen-

ter of San Diego State University in the City of San

Marcos in northern San Diego County.

This report responds to that proposal. Chapter One
on pages 1-4 outlines the history of the proposal;
Chapter Two on pages 5-40 evaluates it in light of
the Commission’s ten criteria in its Guidelines and
Procedures for the F 2view of New Campuses and Off-
Campus Centers; Chapter Three on pages 41-42 dis-
cusses ‘he question of whether the north county acea
needs only an off-campus center or a full four-year
campus; and Chapter Four on pages 43-46 offers
eight conclusions about the strengths and weak-
nesses of the propesal and five recommendations
regarding the center.

The report contains two principal findings: (1) be-
cause the need for expanded educational services in
the North San Diego County area is great, the Legis-
lature and Governor should provide funds in the
1987 Budget Act to purchase a large site for eventual
use of the center, but (2) because of deficiencies in
the State University's proposal regarding the cen-
ter’'s projected enrollment, academic master plan,
and services to the disadvantaged, the Legislature
and Governor should approve no funds for develop-
ment of the site until the Commission concludes that
these deficiencies have been corrected.

The Commission adopted this report on February 2,
1987, on the recommendation of its Policy Evalua-
tion Committee. Further information about the re- .
port may be obtained from William L. Storey of the
Commission staff at (916) 322-8018 or from Suzanne
Ness, the public information oificer of the Commis- ¥
sion, at (916) 322-0145.




PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION
OF SAN DIEGO

STATE UNIVERSITY’S
NORTH COUNTY CENTER

A Report to the Governor and Legislature

in Response to a Request for Capital Funds
from the California State University

to Build a Permanent Off-Campus Center

of San Diego State University in San Marcos

POSTSECONDARY

CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EPUCATION COMMISSION

<
Zz
1
(0]
®
)
<
v
Third Floor « 1020 Twelfth Street « Sacramento, California 95814-3985 (O

m
O
c
9}
b3
-
(0]
4
O

COMMISSINN




COMMISSION REPORT 87-5

PUBLISHED FEBRIJARY 1987

THIS report, like other publications of the California Postsecondary Education
Comnussion, is not copyrighted It may be reproduced in the public interest. but
proper attribution to Report 87-5 of the Cal:fornia Postsecondary Education Com-

mission is requested.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI




Contents

1. Background to the Proposal 1
v

Origins of the Proposal 1

Recent Developments 2
Commission Analysis of the Proposal 4

2. Analysis of the Proposal 5
Adequate Enrollment Projections 5
Consideration of Alternatives 26

Effects on Other Institutions 28

Meeting Community Needs 29
Reasonable Commuting Time 30

Program Description and Justification 30

Physical, Social, and Demographic Characteristics 35

Access for the Disadvantaged 37
Summary 40

3. Off-Campus Center or Campus? 41
4. Conclusions and Recommendations 13
Weaknesses of the Proposal 43
Strengths of the Proposal 44
Recommendations 45
Appendices 47
References 87




Displays

10.

11.

12

13.

14.

15.

Headcount and Full-Time-Equivalent Enrollments, and Number
of Courses Offered a* the Vista/San Marcos Center, 1979-80 to 1986-87

Map of San Diego County, Showing the Seven Subcounty Statistical Areas

Comparison of San Diego County Population Projections, 1990 to 2010,
in Thousands

Population Projections for San Diego County and the North County
Service Area from the San Diego Association of Governments and Tadlock,
1980 to 2010, in Thousands

Estimate of Potential Enrollments at the North County Center Using
Current Participation Rates for San Diego State University, 1985 to 2010

Physical Capacity and Budgeted and Actual Full-Time-Equivaient
Frrollment, San Diego State University, 1981-82 to 1992-93

San Diego County 20-39 Age Cohort, San Diego State University
Upper-Division and Graduate Students from San Diego County,
and Participation Rates, Fall 1980 to Fall 1985

San Diego State University Upper-Division and Graduate Enrollments
from California and San Diego County, 1980 to 1985

San Diego County Full-Time-Equivalent Student Potential,
by North and South County Service Areas, 1990-91 tv 2000-01

Topographic Map of San Diego County, Sho ing the North
and South County Areas plus the Buffer Belt

Population Projections for Subregional Statistical Areas
of San Diego County, 1985-2000

Derivation of North County Center Population Projection,
1990, 1995, and 2000

Combined Upper-Division and Graduate Participation Rates

for the California State University System, for San Diego State University,
and for Five Small Campuses (Bakersfield, Humboldt, San Bernardino,
Sonoma, and Stanislaus), Fall 1985

Origin Analysis of Students Enrolled on All California State
University Campuse.

Origin Analysis of Students Enrolled on California State
University Campuses with Dormitory Housing for 5 Percent
of Their Students or Less

10

11

12

12

12

15

16

16

17

18

19




16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
25.
26.
217.
28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Origin Analysis of Students Enrolled on California State
University Campuses with Dormitory Housing for More than
5 Percent of Their Students

Origin Analysis of Students Enrolled on California State
University Campuses, Fall 1985

Headcount and Full-Time-Equivalent Students at All Off-Campus Centers
of the California State University and Its Four Largest Centers, 1985-86,
and in the Total State University, Fall 1984

North County Center Enrollment Projection for 1990, 1995, and 2000,
Based on the Combined Participation Rate of Five Small California State
University Campuses (Bakersfield, Humboldt, San Bernardino, Sonoma,
and Stanislaus)

North County Center Enrollment Projection for 1990, 1995, 2000,
Based on the Participation Rate at San Diego State University

North County Center Enrollment Projection for 1990, 1995, and 2000,
Based on the Participation Rate for the Entire California State University
System

Fu! -Time-Equivalent Student Capacity, Non-Residential Assignable Square

Feet, and Assignable Square Feet per Full-Time-Equivalent Student
for Large and Small California State University Campuses, Fall 1984

Enrollment Projections for Palomar and Mira Costa Colleges,
1990 to 1995

San Diego County Freeway and Expressway System

San Diego County Freeway and Expressway Traffic Volumes, 1984
Commuting Times to and from the San Marcos Site

General Vicinity of ‘he Prohoroff Ranch Site

Sites Surveyed by PRC Engineering, with Approximate Locations
and Acreages

Four Potential Site Locations for the San Diego State University
North County Center

PRC Engineering’s Matrix of Site Suitability Features,
North County Center

Demographic Characteristics of San Diego County Statistical Areas
and Selected Statistical Tracts, 1980

Percentage Distribution of the San Diego County Population,
by Racial/Ethnic Category, 1980 Census

Gross and Net Usable Acreages at California State University Campuses

19

20

21

22

23

24

28
31
32
33
34

35

36

38

39

39
41



Background to the Proposal

SECTION 66903(5) of the Education Code states
that the California Postsecondary Education Com-
misnion "shall advise the Legislature and the Gov-
ernor regarding the need for and location of new in-
stitutions and campuses of public higher education.”
Section 66904 provides further that:

It is the intent of the Legislature that sites for
new institutions or branches of the University
of California and the California State Universi-
ty, and such classes of off-campus centers as the
commission shall determine, shall not be au-
thorized or acquired unless recommended by
the commission.

Pursuant to that legislation, the Commission de-
veloped a series of guidelines and procedures for the
review of such proposals in 1975 and revised them in
1978 and 1982. Using these guidelires, reproduced
in Appendix A, the Commission has evaluated the
California State University’s proposal for a perma-
nent off-campus center of San Diego State Universi-
ty in the City of San Marcos in northern San Diego
County.

The California State University currently operates
six major off-campus centers:

1. The San Francisco Center of San Francisco State
University (in cooperation with the San Francisco
Community College District);

2. The Stockton Center of California State Univer-
sity, Stanislaus;

3. The Pleasant Hill Center of California State Uni-
versity, Hayward;

4. The Ventura Learning Center of California State
University, Northridge (operated jointly with the
University of California, Santa Barbara);

5. The Coachella Valley Center of California State
University, San Bernardino; and

6. The San Marcos Center of San Diego State Uni-
versity.
All six of these centers are housed in leased space.

The proposal reviewed in this report -- affecting the
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sixth of them -- is the first for a center in permanent
State University-owned facilities.

Origins of the proposal

The State University’s efforts to establish a per-
manent presence in northern San Diego County date
back to the 196Cs. In 1969, the Office of the Ctan-
cellor issued a staff report which concluded that “an
ultimate need existed” for an additional State Col-
lege campus in the area (The Caiifornia State Col-
leges, 1969, p. iv). Chancellor Dumke forwarded the
report to the Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation, but the Council took no formal action on it,
explaining that no additional facilities could be con-
sidered "until presently available facilities on exist-
ing campuses were . . . more adequately and properly
financed” (Spaulding, 1970).

Throughout the early 1970s, the San Diego Chamber
of Commerce, political leaders, and business and civ-
ic groups continued to encourage the development of
a north county campus, despite diminished State
University interest in such a campus -- a circum-
stance precipitated in part by the fact that the Trus-
tees increased the enroliment ceiling at San Diego
State University by almost 25 percent in the early
"70s, thereby relieving most of its enrollment pres-
sures.

In the summer of 1976, San Ciego State University
administrators and faculty met wi & officials from
the Office of the Chancellor to consider alternative
approaches to serving the north county area.
Throughout the late 1970s, however, higher edu-
cation enrollments declined, and a number of State
University campuses developed excess capacity. Al-
though San Diego State University continued to
reach its maximum enrollment level, the legisla-
tively established policy of “redirection” dictated
that its excess enrollments be accommodated on oth-
er campuses within the State University system. In
addition, due principally to the passage of Proposi-
tion 13, available resources within the State budget
were reduced to the point where funding for a new
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campus in the north crunty area could not reason-
ably be expected.

In the face of these realities, the Office of the Chan-
cellor abandoned plans for a aorth county campus,
suggesting instead that San Diego State University
"seriously consider the alternative of offering classes
in a satellite center” in order to provide the higher
education opportunities requested by residents in
the north county area (The California State Univer-
sity, 1979, p. 1). That suggastion led to the devel-
opment of a formal proposal for establishing a State-
supported upper-division and graduate center in
leased facilities in the City of Vista. That proposal
envisioned the offering of between 20 and 24 courses
in four degree areas during the first year. The Office
of the Chancellor submitted that proposal to the
Postsecondary Education Commission in February
1979, and in May, the Commission approved the fol-
lowing motion in which it deferred action:

Resolved, That the California Postsecondary
Education Commission take final action on the
proposed center i1 northern San Diego County
when its off-campus study is completed and the
general policy issues regarding off-campus in-
struction in California are resolved.

The Commission published that study, Degrees of
Diversity, in March 1980, but the subject of the north
county center was never raised. The fact that no
capital outlay funds were requested for the center at
that time may have persuaded the Commission that
no further action was required.

In September 1979, San Diego State University
opened its North County Center in leased facilities
in Vista with 148 headcount students (60 full-time-
equivalent students). Enrollments grew rapidly, as
shown in Display 1 below, and three years later, the
center moved into expanded facilities in San Marcos
-- its present location.

DISPLAY 1 Headcount and Full-Time-Equivalent Enrollments, and Number of Courses Offered
at the Vista/San Marcos Center, 1979-80 to 1986-87
Number of Students Nu nber of Headcount Students
Headcount Full-Time-Equivalent per Full-Time-Equivalent Studens
Year Fail Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
1979-80' 148 221 60 90 2.5 2.5
1980-81' 253 317 105 129 2.5 2.5
1981-82! 283 237 115 96.3 2.5 2.5
1982-83* 296 269 83.1 76.1 36 3.5
1983-84° 333 328 84.9 93.5 3.9 3.5
1984-85° 373 4114 164.2 177.5 23 2.3
1985-8¢° 639 740 263 5 278.7 2.4 2.7
1986-87¢ 967 N/A 3601 N/A 2.7 N/A

1. Estimated (Priorto Fall 1983, both headcount and full-time-equivalent figures for the San Marcos Cen.er were subsumed
under the !arger totals for San Diego State University.)

2. Actual.
Source: The California State University, 1986g.
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Recent developments

In 1984, Chancellor Reynolds appointed an ad hoc
stafl committee, chaired by Deputy Provost John M.
Smart, to explore the need for new State University
services throughout the State. That committee re-
ported on January 10, 1985, that upper-division and
graduate offerings were needed in several areas of
the State, including Contra Costa County, the City
of Ventura, and northern San Diego County, and
that this need should be accommodated in off-cam-
pus centers. It proposed a0 new four-year campuses
for the foreseeable future, and it concluded its report
by recommending that:

fundingbe provided for studies to accomplish
. . . detailed vlanning for the possibility of the
location of a petmanent ... Contra Costa Center
at the State-owned site [and} marketing and
demographic studies in Ventura and Northern
San Diego County to facilitate planning for ex-
panded center operations and studies to deter-
mine the best location and circumstances for
expanded center facilities (The California
State University, 1985, p. 25).

During the 1985 legislative session, Senator Wil-
liam A. Craven of Carlsbad introduced Senate Bill
1060. which appropriated $250,000 to enable the
Trustees to perform population projections, an in-
dustry and income profile, an analysis of specific
educational program requirements, and an assesc-
ment of overall educational needs and currently
provided services. Following legislative and guber-
natorial approval of the bill (Chapter 575, Statutes
of 1985), the Trustees contracted for the study with
Tadlock & Associates of Carmel, California, who
completed their report in March 1986. [n that re-
port, the consultants made four major recommenda-
tions:

1. That csu (California State University] plan
for a comprehensive campus in NCSA [North
County Service Area] to house a minimum of
14,200 enrollment and a maximum of 21,000
by the year 2010.

2. That CSU acquire the site as rapidly as possi-
ble because rapid commercial and residen-
tial growth in the area is depleting good site
availability and increasing costs.

3. That CSU locate the site on the Highway 78
corridor or its connections to [-5 and I-15 to
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obtain optimum ease of acces: for a maxi-
mum number of NCSA residents.

4. That particular attention be given to meet
the following major educational needs:

Education

General Service Operations
Business

Information Services and Systems
Health Services

General Education

After reviewing the consultant’s report, the Trustees
approved a resolution on May 21, 1986, which con-
tained these operative sections:

RESOLVED, That the Board of Trustees of the
California State University recommends that a
site suitable for facilities of the California State
University be acquired in North County San
Diego in close proximity to the ocean commu-
nities and inland communities of North Coun-
ty, and be it further

RESOLVED, That this finding be made known to
State officials and the California Legislature;
and that the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission be formally requested to make
{a] recommendation on this proposal pursuant
to Education Code, Section 66904, as soon as
practicable, and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Board of Trustees antici-
pates in the not too distant future making a rec-
ommendation regarding a specific site or sites
for which negotiations can be commenced.

Throughout the summer of 1986, State University
officials surveyed the North County area for poten-
tial sites, and two were found -- Bressi Ranch in the
east Carlsbad area, and Prohoroff Ranch in San Mar-
cos. After a considerable exploration of the advan-
tages and disadvantages of each, the Prohoroff
Ranch site was selected, and discussions are proceed-
ing concerning the purchase price. (The Commission
discusses the suitability of these sites on pages 32-36
below.)

On September 26, 1986, Deputy Provost John M
Smart wrote to Executive Director William H Pick.
ens (Appendix B) and formally transmitted the
North County proposal to the Commission. In that
letter, Dr. Smart noted that funds had been re-
quested within the State University’s 1987-88 Capi-
tal Outlay Program for land acquisition and master
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Flanning for twec sites, one in San Diego County, and
one in Ventura County. The amount requested is
$19.2 million, a somewhat general figure designed
to prevent the owners of the property from deter-
mining the exact amount the State may be willing to

pay.

Commission analysis of the proposal

Chapter Two of t.is report contains the Commis-

sion’s analysis of the north county proposal in light
of its criteria for approving new campuses and off-
campus centers of California’s public colleges and
universities.

Chapter Three discusses the question of whether
northern San Diego County will need more than an
off-campus center.

And Chapter Four presents the Commission’s con-
clusions and recommendations regarding the pro-
posed center



Analysis of the Proposal

AS noted in Chapter One, the Commission approved
its guidelines and procedures for the review of new
campuses and off-campus centers in 1975 and re-
vised them in 1578 and 1982. These guidelines in-
clude 23 criteria that, collectively, constitute a test
of any new campus’s or center's overall viability for
a foreseeable future that usually extends for five to
ten years. They are concerned with a number of sub-
jects, including enrc!lment projections, a cost-bene-
fit analysis of alternatives, consultation with other
segments and adjacent institutions, avoidance of
program duplication, adequacy of public transpor-
tation, and service to disadvantaged populations. In
this chapter, the Commission discusses the State
University’s proposal to establish a permanent off-
campus center in northern San Diego County within
the context of each of its relevant criteria.

The State University developed the proposal under
its own 11 criteria, which the Trustces adopted on
January 15, 1986, in response to Senate Bills 1060
(Craven), 785 (Boatwright), and 1103 (Hart). All of
these bills provided that “the Trustees shall develop
explicit criteria for the development of any proposals
for the state-funded purchase or construction of off-
campus centers within the California State Univer-
sity.” That list of criteria, which was reviewed and
approved by the Commission on June 9, 1986, paral-
lels the Commission’s criteria but also contains
three significant additions:

Trustees’ Criterion 1: There is a history of offer-
ing off-campus upper-division and graduate
courses leading to academic degree programs.
This criterion would normally be met by the
successful operation of an approved, State-sup-
ported, off-campus center in the region for at
least three years prior to authorization of the
establishment by the Board of Trustees of a per-
manent center.

1. ustees’ Criterion 5: The projected FTE enroll-
ment at the center is not less than 200 annual
FTE in the third year of operation in the new
facility. The center will have the expectation of
a sustained level of 500 annual FTE by the fifth
year of operation in the new facility w\rit}; enroll-
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ment growth expectations beyond that level in
the next 5-10 year period.

Trustees’ Criterion 10: If facilities permit, and
there is demonstrable need, campuses other than
the campus which operates the permanent cen-
ter may be authorized by mutual agreement of
all parties concerned to offer degree programs at
the facility.

Although different in some specifics from the Com-
mission’s guidelines and procedures, none of these
criteria is inconsistent with them, and all three are
helpful in clarifying issues and assuring that any
permanent center will serve the community in which
it 18 located without damaging the educational or fis-
cal integrity of neighboring institutions.

The following discussion of the Commission’s crite-
ria as they apply to the north county proposal takes
into account these three Trustees’ criteria.

Adequate enrollmenri projections

Commission Criterion 1: Enrollment projec-
tions should be sufficient io justify the establish-
ment of the new off-campus center. Five-year
projections must be provided for the proposed
center, with enrollments indicated to be suffi-
cient to justify its establishment. For the Uni-
versity of California and the California State
University, five-year projections of the nearest
campus of the segment proposing the center
must also be provided. For the Community Col-
leges, five-year projections of all district cam-
puses, and of any other campuses within ten
miles of the proposed center, regardless of dis-
trict, must be provided. When State funds are
requested for an existing center, all previous en-
rollment experience must also be provided De-
partment of Finance enrollment estimates must
be included in any needs study.

The State University calculates the enrollment po-
tential of the North Campus Cenier in the early

5




1990s at 4,013 full-time-equivalent students, but the
Commission projects likely enrollment in 1990 at
only 1,412. The coasiderable discrepancy between
these two forecasts raises questions about the State
University’s enrollment projections, and the follow-
ing paragraphs therefore explain their background
in detail.

In past assessments of the need for new campuses
and off-campus centers, the Commission and State
University have used two basic techniques to project
petential enrollments:

o The first involves a mail survey of area residents
that measures their desire to attend and indicates
their curricular preferences. The Stat. Universi-
ty used this method to determine the need for the
Contra Costa Center of California State Univer-
sity, Hayward in Pleasant Hill and the Coachella
Valley Center of California State University, San
Bernardino in Palm Desert. Although it is wo
soon to tell how accurate the Palm Desert projec-
tions will be, the first-year projections for the
Contra Costa Center were accurate within a few
percentage points.

e The second technique is to analyze population
trends and demographics and then to apply rea-
sonable college-level participation rates to deter-
mine how many students are likely to seek
courses. This approach, used extensively in pro-
jecting enrollments for Community College off-
campus centers, has tended to be somewhat less
accurate. In the State University’s needs study
for the North County Center, it surveyed com-
munity residents; but wnile the survey revealed
some interesting data on curricular preferences, it
was not designed to produce enrollment esti-
mates. Consequently, the State University’s en-
tire enrollment justification for the center is
based on its analysis of population demographics,
participation rates, and unit loads. That justifica-
tion emerges from two sources -- the study for the
State University by Tadlock & Associates, and
the State University’s own needs study. Each
takes a slightly different approach, and both are
discussed below.

The Tadlock study

The Tadlocl: & Associates study commissioned by
the Trustees relied heavily on the county-wide popu-
lationlforecasts through the year 2010 of the Popula-
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tion Research Unit of the California State Depart-
ment of Finance and seven sub-county area projec-
tions through the year 2000 of the San Diego Asso-
ciation of Governments. A map of San Diego County
delineating these seven sub-county statistical areas
is reproduced in Display 2 on page 7, and the fore-
casts are shown in Displays 3 and 4 on pages 8 and 9.
Display 4 also shows further estimates developed by
Tadlock that include 2005 and 2010. The latter were
based on an assumed growth rate of 1.6 percent per
year, which Tadlock claims is "the recent annual
growth rate” (Tadlock, p. 19). The Commission has
been unable to verify this percentage from the data
supplied by the State University, but it is lower than
either the Department of Finance or the San Diego
Association of Governments projections through the
year 2000. The Department of Firtance estimates
annual growth between 1985 and 2000 at 1.9 percent
and at 1.1 percent thereafter (California State De-
partment of Finance, 1983), while the Association of
Governments estimates growth between 1985 and
2000 at 1.7 percent.

The estimates of the Association of Governments
quoted by Tadlock show the 1985 population of the
north county area (ex-luding the northern and
southern transition zones) as 463,000 -- a total that
is expected to increase by 242,000 or 52.3 percent by
the year 2000. By 2010, Tadlock estimates a further
increase of 319,000 for a total population in the im-
mediate service area of 1,024,000. Tadlock also esti-
mates that the transition areas will add an addition-
al 519,000, but these should probably be considered
separately, s‘nce participation rates are usually
somewhat lower in peripheral areas than in the ter-
ritory immediately surrounding an off-campus cen-
ter.

The Tadlock study discussed two methods of de-
termining participation rates:

o The first merely divides enrollment by the service
area population to produce a participation rate ra-
tio. Using a county population of 2,083,000 and a
San Diego State University enrollment total of
34,014, this produces a rate of .0163 students per
person in the county. It led Tadlock to illustrate a
potential enrollment scenario for the North Coun-
ty Center of 21,400 headcount students by 2010,
using the technique shown in Display 5 on page
10. This projection of 21,400 students is based on
anumber of critical assumptions, including:
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DISPLAY 2 Map of San Diego County, Showing the Seven Subcounty Statistical Areas
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DISPLAY 3 Comparison of San Diego County Population Projections, 1990 to 2010, in Thousands
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DISPLAY 4 Population Projections for San Diego County and the North County Service Area from
the San Diego Association of Governments and Tadlock, 1980 to 2010, in Thousands

. Item 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
{an Diego County Total

U.S. Census Bureau 1,862 - s et e ——

California State Department 8

of Finance (July 1 data) 1,874 2,135 2,404 2,639 2,849 3,021 3,18

Association of Governments S 2,083 2,335 2,527 2,699 - ———

Tadlock e e e e 2,922 3,163

North County Service Area*?

North County East 192 232 283 318 347 422 494
North County West 197 231 279 320 358 436 530
Southern Transition Zone® 125 165 210 250 292 316 343
Northern Transition Zone* —— 87 100 117 132 153 176
North County Totals — 715 872 1,005 1,129 1,249 1,543

1. See Display 2 for the subregions covered in this area.

2. Estimates for 1980 to 2000 are from the San Diego Association of Governments; those for 2005 and
2010 are from Tadlock & Associates, and assume a 4 percent growth rate after 2000 for the North
County East and West areas, 3 percent for the Northern Transition Zone, and 1.7 percent for the
Southern Transition Zone.

3. The Southern Transition Zone, according to Tadlock, is projected by the Association of Governments
to grow at more than twice the county rate to year 2000, while Tadlock estimates that area satura-
tion will slow growth to slightly over the county annual rate in the decade following year 2000
(Tadlock, 1986, p. 21)

4. The Northern Transition Zone includes these totals for the San Clemente/Capistrano areas of
Orange County and the Rancho California area of Riverside County:

For the Orange County area (San Clemente Planning Office, 1985): 70,000 residents plus 3 percent
annual growth estimated by Tadlock.

For the Riverside County area (County Demographics Office, 1985): 17,000 residents: by 2000,
77,000 residents (South County Area Governments forecast); and 3 percent annual growth between
2000 and 2010 estimated by Tadlock.

Source: Adapted from Tadlock, 1986, p. 21.

17



DISPLAY 5 Estimate of Potential Enrollments at the North County Center Using Current
Participation Rates for San Diego State University, 1985 to 2010

Item 1985 1990 19495 4000 2005 2010

San Diego County
Population (in thousands) 2,083 2,335 2,527 2,699 2,922 3,163
Northern Transition Zone' 87 100 117 132 153 176

Total 2,170 2,435 2,644 2,831 3,075 = 3,339
Enrollment Potential at
a Participation Rate of
1.63 Percent of the Total
Population 34.000 39,700 41,200 46,200 50,100 54,400
San Diego State
University Capacity 33,000 33,000 33,000 33,000 33,000 33,000
Surplus Enroliment for
the North County Center 1,000 3,700 8,200 13,200 17,100 21,400

1. See Note 4 of Display 4 for the areas incuded in this zone.
Source: Tadlock, 1986, p. 26.

1. That both San Diego State University and the
North County Center will continue to draw 58
percent of their enrollments from San Diego
County and 42 percent from outside the county;
and

2. That the age cohorts will remain unchanged
between 1985 and 2010 -- a possibility so re-
mote that Tadlock was constrained to lower its
pr§0n by 12 percent to account for the ex-
pectell aging of the population over the next
several decades. That reduction led to an esti-
mate of 14,900 students.

A further adjustment to account for the absence of
lower-division offerings produced an enrollment
potential of 9,100 headcount students.

The second technique, which was based on partic-
ipation rates by age cohort and level of instruction
(lower-division, upper-division, and graduate),
produced an enrollment potential of 13,041
headcount students for the center in 2010. Unfor-
tunately, however, Tadlock did not disclose the
method used to derive the participation rates, and
hence the estimates cannot be analyzed. In ad-
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dition, Tadlock did not adjust the estimate to ac-
count for the absence of lower-division programs
and made no conversions to reduce headcount
students to full-time-equivalent students.

The State University's needs study

In its needs study for its North County Proposal (The
California State University, 1986¢), the Office of the
Chancellor noted the overcrowded conditions at San
Diego State University, which is supposed to be lim-
ited to 25,000 full-time-equivalent students, as are
all campuses of the State University (1986e, p. 12).
In its annual capital outlay program request (The
California State University, 1986d), the State Uni-
versity lists the physical capacity and budgeted en-
rollment of each of its campuses, and those for San
Diego State University are shown in Display 6 on
page 11 together with its actual full-time-equivalent
enroliments. From that Display, it can be seen that
San Diego State’s actual enrollment has exceeded
budgeted enrollments in each of the past six years,
often by several thousand full-time-equivalent stu-

dents. 1 8



DISPLAY 6 Physical Capacity and Budgeted and Actual Full-Time-Equivalent Enrollment, San
Diego State University, 1981-82 to 1992-93

Budgeted Enrollment  Actual Enrollment

. Physical Budgeted Actual Fall Exceeds Physical Exceeds Physical
Year Capacity Enroliment Enrollment Capacity by: Capacity by:

1981-82 21.418 21,553 25,245 0.6% 17.9%

v 1982-83 22,254 22,554 23,7172 1.3 6.8
1983-84 22,919 22,720 24,943 -0.9 8.8
1984-85 22,868 22,599 25,858 -1.2 131
1985-86 22,912 22,883 25,957 -0.2 13.3
1986-87 22,835 23,450 26,325 2.7 15.3
1987-88 21,58¢ 23,525 N/A 9.0 N/A
1988-89 22,810 23,525 N/A 3.1 N/A
1989-90 22,366 23,525 N/A 5.2 N/A
1990-91 22,977 23,525 N/A 2.4 N/A
1991-92 23,448 23,525 N/A 0.3 N/A
1992-93 23,977 23,525 N/A -19 N/A

Source: The California State University, 1986d and earlier years, and 1986h.

The Office of the Chancellor limits its enrollment
projection to the 20-39 year-old age group, which ac-
counted for 82.4 percent of its total undergraduate
headcount enrollment throughout the system in Fall
1984 (1985b, p. 172). (Age data on graduate stu-
dents are unavailable.) Using the 20-39 year olds as
a focus for its enrollment projections, the needs stu-
dy contained two tables, reproduced on page 12 as
Displays 7 and 8. Display 7 shows participation
rates ranging from a high of .020477 in 1980 (that
is, just over 2 percent of residents of San Diego Coun-
ty in the 20-39-year-old group attend San Diego
State University at either the upper-division or
graduate levels) to a low of .017261 in 1985. The
rate has declined steadily for six straight years -- a
fact the Office of the Chancellor attributes to the
impaction at San Diego State. Display 8 shows a
similar decline in participation rates fror2 San D:ego
County residents, and for the same reason.

The data in these two displays led the Office of the
Chancellor to several conclusions (The California
State University, 1986¢, p. 11):
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1. Enrollment estimates for the North County Cen-
ter should be based on the highest participation
rate for San Diego State University over the past
six years.

2. The center should attract 28.33 percent of its
California enrollments from counties other than
San Diego, based on the highest San Diego State
University out-oi-county but within-California
enrollment rate over the past six years.

3. The center should attract 10.94 percent of its en-
rollment from other states, U.S. possessions, and
other countries, based on a similar rate for San Di-
ego State University.

4. Average unit load for upper-division and graduate
students should increase from the current 591
student credit units per full-time-equivalent stu-
dent in 1985-86 to 10.94 (the 1985-86 rate for San
Diego State) in 1992-93 and subsequent years.

These assumptions produce enrollment potentials

for San Diego County of over 30,000 full-time-equiv-
alent students throughout the 1990s, as indizated in

1




DISPLAY 7 San Diego County 20-39 Age Cokhort, San Diego State University Upper-Division and
Graduate Students from San Diego County, and Participation Rates, Fall 1980 to Fall 1985

San Diego State University
San Diego County 20-39 Upper-Division and Graduate
Fall Term __Age Cohort Students from San Diego County Participation Rate
1980 683,124 13,988 .020477
1981 708,284 14,445 .020395
1992 730,662 13,515 .018497
1983 757,985 14,007 .018480
1984 778,767 14,004 .017983
1985 798,016 13,775 .017261

Source: The California State University, 1986c, p. 9.

DISPLAY 8 San Diego State University Upper-Division and Graduate Enrollments from
California and San Diegc County, 1980 to 1985

Year California Students Students from San Diego County Percentage
1980 19,518 13,988 71.67%
1981 20,284 14,445 71.21
1992 19,105 13,515 70.74
1983 19,830 14,007 70.64
1984 20,178 14,004 69.40
1985 20,342 13,775 67.72

Source: The California State University, 1986c, p. 10.

DISPLAY 9 San Diego County Full-Time-Equivalent Student Potential,
by North and South County Service Areas, 1990-91 to 2000-01

Potential from the Potential from the
Year South County Area North County Area Total
1990-91 27,246 2,953 30,199
1991-92 27,182 3,142 30,324
1992-93 27,049 3,331 30,380
1993-94 26,828 3,519 30,347
1994-95 26,546 3,709 30,255
1995-96 26,259 3,898 30,157
2000-01 25,222 4,784 30,006

Source: The California State University, 1986¢, p. 11.




Display 9. (These years were chosen due to the fact
that the North County Center was not expected to
accept students before 1990-91.) As noted earlier,
the enrollment ceiling at San Diego State is 25,000
full-time-equivalent students -- a limit that pro-
duces a need at the North County Center for over
5,000 full-time-equivalent students between 1990-
91 and the end of the century. The assumption,
however, is that not all south county students who
are unable to attend San Diego State can be
successfully redirected to the center. The needs
study indicates that the historical redirection rate is
about one-third, hence only 643 of the 2,049 poten-
tial redirections would probably attend the center,
leaving a wtal North County Center enroliment
potential of 4,013 full-time-equivalent students
(1986¢, p. 12).

Department of Finance comments
on the Staie University’s enrollmeni projections

On October 26, 1986, Mary S. Heim, Research Man-
ager for the Department of Finance’s Population Re-
search Unit, wrote to Provost and Vice-Chancellor
William E. Vandement with a number of comments
on the enrollment projections developed by William
Mason for the needs study. (Appendix C reproduces
Dr. Mason’s analysis, and Appendix D reproduces
Ms. Heim’s memorandum.)

Ms. Heim objected to Dr. Mason’s use of the term
enrollment potential, stating that a true “projection”
of enrollment is required. She also indicated that
the data provided were insufficient to “evaluate the
appropriateness of the service area used and its
population growth.” She supported the use of the
San Diego Association of Governments’ subcounty
pro; ctions, provided they were consistent with De-
partment of Finance countywide projections, but she
argued that both Dr. Mason’s participation rates and
headcount to full-time-equivalent conversions were
too high and should be lowered substantially. She
ncted that the participation rate was a historical
high over the past six years, and she added that the
average load projzcted to be carried by North County
Center students of 10.94 units was inappropriate,
since it was based on campus rates with wider ran-
ges of course offerings than are expected to be avail-
able at the center.

The Commission refers to these points in its own
analysis on the following pages.
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Commission anclysis of the
State University’s enrollment projections

The development of enrollment estimates for any
new educational institution involves a consideration
of at least three factors -- demographic trerds, par-
ticipation rates, and the ratio of headcount students
to full-time-equivalent students. Total population
figures must be disaggregated ..y age, and the par-
ticipation rate for each age category determined.
These rates are then multiplied through for each co-
hort, added to preduce a gross enrollment estimate,
then reduced to reflect only upper-division and grad-
uate students. The next step is to determine the
number of students both from within and outside the
service area. This is then converted to a full-time-
equivalent student figure -- based either on a known
ratio of headcount to full-time-equivalent students
at other institutions or by the application of credit
units per headcount. That projection can be modified
further by special circumstances such as an irapact-
ed campus in the service e-ea, transportation prob

lems, the extensiveness of curricular offerings, the
attractiveness of the facility, or competition from
neighboring colleges or universities.

The State University clearly did not follow this pro-
cedure for its North County proposal:

o Its enrollment projection did not consider all age
cohorts, con:pute age-s~~cific participation raves
or derive a reasonable ratio of headcount to full-
time-equivalent students.

¢ Its application of the average load of 10.94 units
per student at San Diego State University to the
proposed center is inappropriate, since all State
University centers have far greater numbers of
part-time students than the 19 comprehensive
campuses.

e 1ts assumption that almost 40 percent of .he cen-
ter’s enrollment will come from outside the imme-
diate service area is equally inappropriate: Not
only are there no data supnorting the assumption,
but there is no likelihood that a comparativ:ly
small program limited to upper-division and grad-
uate instruction will have the appeal of a full uni-
versity campus, especially one as programmati-
cally comprehensive »nd prestigious as San Diego
State University. All of the Commission’s experi-
ence with off-campus centers indicates that their
appeal is primarily local, and this perception is
reinforced by the fact that the State University’s
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own carolimeit projections develped for its centers
in Pleasant Hill «nid the Couechelia Valley did not
even consider the potential influa of studeais from
wutsia? the irnmediate service area.

Accordingly, the State University’s prediction of an
"enrollmen potential” of 4,013 full-time-equivalent
students at the center during the early 1990s ~annot
be taken as a prudent or acceptable wrojection ~{ the
proposed center’s enroliment.

The Commission’s own enrollment prcjections

The Commission has undertaken its own enrollment
projections for the center, using the commonly ac-
cepted factors noted above and determined as fol-
lows:

Demograpkhic trends: In San Diego County, two dis-
tinstive gecgraphic areas are sepu-ated by a buffer
belt of hiile, 58 shown in the relief map in Display 10
on the oprosite page. A comparison of these two
major areas, based on the San Diego Association of
Governments’ analysis of 1980 census data for the
seven statistical areas illustrated earlier in Display
2, stows few demographic or economic differences
between them, but since 1980 most of the County’s
growth has occurred in the north, where home prices
are somewhat lower and where newcomers to the
area have tended to be vounger than those coun-
tywide.

According t» the Association’s population projec-
tions through the year 2000 for the County’s seven
ste.iistical areas (Display 11, page 16), the northern
section of the County is likely to grow much more
rapidly than the rest, with the exception of the south
sukurban area represented by the cities of Sweet-
water, Chula Vista, and South Bay. Although the
Department of Finance does not undertake sub-
county projections, it anticipates that countywide
growth will be even greater by the year 2000 than
that projected by the Association -- an additional
713,102 people, and a growth rate of 33.4 percent in
the 15-year period between 1985 and 2000, com-
pared to the Association’s projection of 616,092 more
people and a growth rae of 29.6 percent. Because
the C.-nmission must base its enrollment projec-
tions for the North County Center on the Associa-
tion's data due to their greater delineation of the
north county region, its projections can thus be con-
sidered conservative.
Q
ERIC
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In developing its enrollment projections for the
center, the Commission has analyzed the Associa-
tion’s computer printouts for various statistical sub-
county areas in detail. It assumes that the imme-
diat2 service area of the center will include the
Nor:h County East and West areas, supplemented
by one-half of the population of the So'.thern Transi-
tion Zone plus an additional 8 percent to account for
the Northern Transition Zone that includes parts of
sout™~ra Jrange and Riversii'» Counties -- particu-
lar]y the Rancho California area of southern River-
si¢z County. The Commission then projected each of
thzse popalation centers by age cohort, as shown in
Display 12 on page 16. (Its syecific projections for
each statistical tract are shown in Appendix E.)

Participation rates: The second component in the
Commission’s enrollment projection is participation
rates, and those for upper-division and graduate stu-
dents are "own in Display 13 on page 17 for the
entire State Univereity, for San Diego State Univer-
sity. and for the five smallest campuses of the sys-
tem, excluding Dominguez Hills -- Bakersfield,
Humboldt, Scn Bernardino, Sonoma, and Stanislaus
com v'ned. (These five small campuses were selected
because they more closely represent the size and
scope of the Nortk. County Center. Dominguez Hills
was exclu.’ ~d because it is so totally absorbed in the
massive population base of Los Angeles County.)
Display 13 shows considerable differences in these
participation rates. Given its evident popularity,
San Diego State University has the highest of the
three, with an enroliment equal to almost 1 percent
of the populac’ 'n of the County. The systemwide
rate is 19.8 percent lower, and the five-campus rate
42.0 percent lower. The Commission selected the
five-cam” is rate for its projection.

Service-area part ‘ipaticn: The third component de-
termines the probable participation by students re-
siding inside or outside of the immediate service
area consisting of the East and West Statistical
Areas, one-half of the Transition Zone, plus an addi-
tional 8 percent for the Northern Transition Zone
Given the fact that the North County Center wil' not
Jrovide any on-site housing, it is appropriate to ex-
amine the residence patterns of various campuses
with little or no on-campus housing compared to
campuses with greater housing capacities. These
differences are shown in Displays 14, 15, and 16 on
pages 18 and 19. Display 14 shows that among all
campuses, only 50.5 percent of all students reside in
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DISPLAY 10 Topographic Map of San Diego County, Showing the North and South County Areas
plus the Buffer Belt

Faeer
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Source: Tadlock. 1986. p. 10.
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DISPLAY 11 Population Projections for Subregional Statistical Areas of San Diego County, 1985-2000
Subregional Metropolitan Percent Change
Statistical Area 1985 1980 1995 2000 1985-2000
Central 536,459 521,917 526,298 527,001 -1.8%
North City 489,985 549,835 597,891 646,888 32.0
South Suburban 214,708 271,442 303,257 334,327 55.7
East Suburban 372,986 412,035 441,547 464,908 24.6
North County West 231,646 278,843 320,357 358,425 54.7
North County East 222,186 283,228 318,385 347,118 56.2
East County 15,412 17,800 19,100 20,500 33.0
San Diego County Total:
San Diego Association of Governmenta 2,083,373 2,335,100 2,526,835 2,699,455 29.6%
California State Department of Finance 2,135,872 2,404,718 2,639,483 2,848,974 33.4%
Sources: San Diego Association of Governments, 1984 and 1985a.
DISPLAY 12  Derivation of North County Center Population Projection, 1990, 1995, and 2000
1990 Popula- 1995 Popula- 2000 Popula-
tion with 50 tion with 50 tion with 50
Percent Tran- Percent Tran- Percent Tran-
1980 sition Zone 1995 sition Zone 2000 sition Zone
Age Cohort _Population Deduction Popuh .« Deduction Population Deduction
North County Population from
East and West Statistical Areas
19 and Under 147,397 162,137 172,953
20-24 51,389 53,276 56,576
25-29 45,781 47,027 48,282
30-34 46,715 49,844 50,170
35 and Over 270,793 326,455 377,568
Total 562,075 638,739 705,549
Southern Transition Zone
19 and Under 64,030 32,015 74,340 37,170 85,251 42,626
20-24 13,050 6,525 14,332 7,166 16,438 8,219
25-29 17,702 8,851 18,979 9,489 20,800 10,400
30-34 25,142 12,571 27,924 13,962 30,046 15,023
35 and Over 90,696 45,348 114,307 57,154 139,706 69,853
Total 210,620 105,310 249,882 124,941 292,241 146,121
Net Total North County Popu-
lation After Adding 8 Pe~cent.
for Northern Transition Zone
19 and Under 193,765 215,252 232,825
20-24 62,547 65,277 69,979
25-29 59,003 61,038 63,377
30-34 64,029 68,910 70,408
35 and Over 341,432 414,297 483,215
Total 720,776 824,774 919,803

Sources: San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b: and Tadlock. 1986.

€)
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DISPLAY 13  Combined Upper-Division and Graduate Par:icipation Rates for the California State
University System, for San Diego State University, and for Five Small Campuses
(Bakersfield, Humboldt, San Bernardino, Sonoma, and Stanislaus), Fall 1985

Upper Division and
Age Cohort Population Graduate Enroliment Participation Rate
California State University System
19 and Under 7,642,433 489 .00006137
20-24 2,434,996 108,330 .04448878
25-29 2,341,946 46,107 .01968747
30-34 2,298,510 22,165 .00964320
35 and Over 11,279,836 26,315 .00233292
Total 25,997,721 203,386 .00782322
San Diego State University
19 and Under 620,001 43 .00006935
20-24 251,018 12,023 .04789696
25-29 195,503 4,696 .02-.02009
30-34 188,884 2,046 .01083205
35 and Over 850,466 2,029 .0023C446
Total 2,135,872 20,837 .00975573
Bakersfield, Humboldt, San
Bernardino, Sonoma, and
Stanislaus Campuses Combined
19 and Under 739,452 33 .00004463
20-24 207 451 6,125 .02952504
25-29 207,811 2,824 01358927
3G-34 205,764 1,769 .00859723
35 and Over 946 533 2,295 .00242464
Total 2,307,011 13,046 .00565494

Sources: California State Department of Finance, 1983a: California Postsecondary Education Commussion, 1986b.

the county in which their campus is located. Display
15 (showing the percentage of local-county students
attending campuses with housing spaces equal to
more than 5 percent of their enrollment) and Dis-
play 16 (showing campuses with spaces equal to or
less than 5§ percent) indicate that campuses with
little or no housing have a dramatically higher per-
centage of local enrollments than those with more
housing -- 64.1 percent, compared to 44.8 percent.
From these data, the Commission assumes that the

RS 41

number of students attending the North County
Center trom the local area will equal 65 percent of
the total projected through application of the gross
participation rate.

An alternate method of examining this problem is to
look at total attendance from all counties in which
State University campuses are lccated, then separat-
ing out those who attend locally from those who st-
tend State University campuses in other counties.
These are shown in Display 17 on page 20 for all 19
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DISPLAY 14 Origin Analysis of Students Enrolled on All California State University Campuses

Percentage
Fall 1984 Fall 1984 Fail 1985 Fall 1985 of Local
Headcount Dormitory Headcount Local to Total

Campus Enrollment Spaces Percentage Enroliment Enrollment Enrollment

Bakersfield 3,609 354 9.8% 3,776 2,926 11.5%
Ckico 14,196 1,270 9.0 14,667 3,076 21.0
Dominguez Hills 7,926 352 44 7,639 6,448 84.3
Fresno 16,454 1,268 17 16,918 8,675 51.3
Fullerton 23,034 0 0.0 23,445 11,920 50.8
Hayward 12,072 0 0.0 12,173 6,901 56.7
Humboldt 6,113 1,081 177 6,220 2,109 33.9
Long Beach 31,124 1,865 6.0 32,519 15,984 49.2
Los Angeles 19,576 368 1.9 20,525 14,132 68.9
Northridge 28,144 850 3.1 28,871 20,640 716
Pomona 17,024 1,584 9.3 17,207 7,912 46.0
Sacramento 22,483 1,615 7.2 23,313 10,969 47.1
San Bernardino 5,847 406 6.9 6,513 4,295 66.0
San Diego 33,611 2,451 7.3 34,014 17,827 52.4
San Francisco 24,170 1,636 6.4 25,143 8,830 35.1
San Jose 24,843 2,020 8.1 25,479 14,294 56.1
San Luis Obispo 15,968 2,733 17.1 16,140 2,290 14.2
Sonoma 5,364 642 12.0 - 5,491 2,675 47.0
Stanislaus 4,160 168 4.0 4,255 2,077 48.8

Totals 315,718 20,573 6.5% 324,318 163,880 50.5%

Saurces: The California State University, 1985¢ and 1986a.

campuses, for Los Angeles County, for the five smal-
lest campuses {(excluding Dominguez Hills), and for
all other campuses not included in either the Los
Angeles County group or the five smallest campuses
group.

In considering these data, it is appropriate to ex-
clude the Los Angeles County campuses, since many
students who leave home actually remain in the
County. For example, students residing in West Co-
vina may attend Long Beach, or those in Van Nuys
attend Pomona. [t is for this reason that the local at-
tendance rates are so disproportionately high com-
pared to the rest of the State -- 82.9 and 67.9 percent,
respectively. The rate for the five smallest campuses
is 60.2 percent, while that for nine others outside Los
Ar&gples, and excluding the five s nallest, is 69.4

rercent. Accordingly, the 65 percent figure for local
attendance chosen for this projection appears to be
reasonable.

Out-of-area participation The fourth compenent is
a factor to estimate the number of out-of-area stu-
dents who will atterd As noted above, 65 percent of
the State Univerrity's students are assumed to come
from the local area, and it .ould normally be expect-
ed that 35 percent would therefore come from other
counties, other states, or foreign countries. 1n the
case of off-campus centers, however, local attendance
predominates in a way that is not true of compre-
hensive campuses, so the Commission assumes that
far fewer out-of-area students than this will attend
the North Campus Center. It anticipates that these

26



LCISPLAY 15 Origin Analysis of Students Enrolled on California State University Campuses with
Dormitory Housing for 5 Percent of Their Students or Less

Number of Fall 1985
. Dormitory Enrollment
Fall 1984 Spaces, Fall Fall 1985 from Home
Campus Enrollment 1984 Percentage Enrollment County Percentage
. Dominguez Hills 7,928 352 2.25% 7,645 5,438 84.3%
Fullerton 23,034 0 0.00 23,445 11,920 50.8
Hayward 12,072 0 0.00 12,173 6,901 56.7
Los Angeles 19,576 368 1.88 20,525 14,132 68.9
Northridge 28,144 860 3.06 28,871 20,640 71.5
Stanislaus 4,160 168 4.04 4,255 2,077 48.8
Totals 94,912 1,748 1.84% 96,918 62,118 64.1%

Sources: Display 14.

DISPLAY 16 Origin Analysis of Swudents Enrolled on California State University Campuses with
Dormitory Housing for More than 5 Percent of Their Students

Fali 1985
Fall 1984 Enrollment
Fall 1984 Dormitory Fall 1985 from tlome
Campus Enrollment Spaces Percentage Enroll.nent County Percentage
Bakersfield 3,609 354 9.81% 3,776 2,926 77.49%
Chico 14,195 1,270 8.95 14,667 3,076 20.97
Fresno 16,454 1,268 7.71 16,918 8,675 51.28
Humboldt 6,113 1,081 17.68 6,220 2,109 33.91
Long Beach 31,124 1,865 5.99 32,519 15,984 49.15
Pomona 17,024 1,584 9.30 17,207 7,912 45.98
Sacramento 22,483 1,615 7.18 23,313 10,969 47 05
San Bernardino 5,847 406 6.94 6,513 4,295 65.95
San Diego 33,611 2,451 7.29 34,014 17,827 52.41
San Francisco 24,170 1,536 6.35 25,143 8,830 35.12
San Jose 24,843 2,020 8.13 25,479 14,294 56.10
San Luis Obispo 15,968 2,733 17.12 16,140 2,290 14.19
Sonoma 5,364 642 11.97 5,491 2,575 46.89
. Totals 220,805 1&,825 8.53% 227,400 101,762 44.75%

Sou.ce: Disnlay 14,




Display 17 Origin Analysis of Students Enrolled on California State University Campuses, Fall 1985

County Residentsat Home  County Residents at Any

Campus Campus State University Campus Percentage
Bakersfield 2,926 4,380 66.8%
Chico 3,076 3,504 87.8
Dominguez Hills 6,448 78,589 82
Fresno 8,675 9,569 90.7
Fullerton 13,439 28,901 46.5
Hayward 6,901 13,774 50.1
Humboidt 2,109 2,590 81.4
Long Beach 15,984 78,589 20.3
Los Angeles 14,132 78,589 18.0
Northridge 20,640 78,589 26.3
Pomona 7,912 78,589 10.1
Sacramento 10,969 13,189 83.2
San Bernardino 4,295 8,705 49.3
San Diego 17,827 21,374 83.4
San Francisco 8,830 10,328 85.5
San Jose 14,294 20,901 68.4
San Luis Obispo 2,290 2,878 79.6
Sonoma 2,575 4,386 58.7
Stanislaus 2,077 3,183 65.3
Statewide Total 165,399 226,251 73.1%
Los Angeles County' 65,116 78,589 82.9%
All Campuses Except
Los Angeles County 100,283 147,662 67.9
Five Smallest Campuses,

Excluding Dominguez

Hills? 13,982 23.244 60.2%
Nine Other Campuses,

Excluding Los Angeles

and Five Smalles¢® 86,301 124,418 69.4%

1. Dominguez Hills, Long Beach, Los Angeles, Northridge, and Pomona.

2. Bakersfield, Humboldt, San Bernardino, Sonoma, and Stanislaus.

3. Chico, Fresno, Fullerton, Hayward, Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco, San Jose, and San Luis Obispo.
Source: State University, 1986h.




students may equal 5 percent of local students in
1990, 10 percent in 1995, and 15 percent in 2000.
The increasing enrollments from outside the area
are considered probable once the center becomes es-
tablished and more widely known.

Full-time-equivalent enrollments: The Commission’s
final computation converts headcount students to
full-time-equivalent students -- a calculation that
must be included for both capital and support budget
planning, since the State never funds campuses or
centers on the basis of headcount enrollments. Dis-
play 18 below shows the ratio of headcount to full-
time-equivalent students At the six currently oper-
ating State University centers, the four largest
centers, and the entire system. As with the housing
and residence data, there are dramatic differences
among them, with the centers showing full-time-
equivalent totals of only 43.4 percent of headcount
totals, while the system averages 80.7 percent. The
Commission assumes inat the size of the North
County Center will make possible the offering of a
more comprehensive program, than that at most
centers, that these curricular offerings will attract a
few more full-time students than usual, and that

those offerings will raise the statewide average for
centers above the 43.4 percent figure. Initially, it

eems probable that the center’s oversll attendance
pattern will more closely approximate that of a cen-
ter than a campus, so the Commission has chosen a
percentage of 50 percent for 1990. Subsequently,
more full-time students are expected to attend, so
the Commission has selected 60 percent and 70 per-
cent for the second and third five-year periods shown
in the projection.

Combining all of the population projections, partici-
pation rates, and assumptions discussed above pro-
duces the Commission’s enrollment projections that
appear in Display 19 on page 22: an opening enroll-
ment of 1,412 full-time-equivalent students in 1990,
then growth to 1,963 in 1995 and 2,640 in 2000. If
the participation rates are higher than the Commis-
sion expects and therefore closer to those experi-
enced either at San Diego State or systemwide, en-
rollment could increase to the levels shown in
Displays 20 and 21 on pages 23 and 24.

It should be noted that several circumstances could
alter the projection shown in Display 19. For exam-
ple:

DISPLAY 18 Headcount and Full-Time-Equivalent Students at All Off-Campus Centers
of the California State University and Its Four Largest Centers, 1985-86,
and in the Total State University, Fall 1984.

Full-Time-
Headcount Equvalent
Location Enrollment Enrollment Percent
Pleasant Hill 1,037 511 49.3%
Ventura 320 136 42.5
Coachella Valley 96 43 44.8
San Marcos 680 271 39.9
San Francisco 27 5 18.5
Stockton 550 206 31.5
Total 2,710 1,172 43.2
Four Largest Centers 2,587 1,124 43.4%
Total State University, Fall 1984 300,184 242,295 80.7%

Source: The California State University, 1985¢, and 1986f.
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DISPLAY 19 North County Center Enrollment Projection for 1990, 1995, and 2000, Based on the
Combined Participation Rate of Five Small California State University Campuses
(Bakersfield, Humboldt, San Bernardino, Sonoma, and Stanislaus)

Multiply by
Ratio of
Upper-Division Add 5,10, and Full-Time-
and Graduate 15Percentfor  Equivalent to
Participation Multiply by 1990, 1995, Headcount
Rate for Five 65 Percent to and 2000 for Enrollment:
North County Small Projected Gross  Indicate Local Outside-of-Area 1990, 0.5;1995,
Year and Age Cohort Population Campuses Enroliment. Attendance Attendance 0.6; 2000, 0.7
1990
19 and Under 193,765 .00004463 9 6 6 3
20-24 62,547 .02952504 1,847 1,200 1,293 646
25-29 59,003 .01358927 . 802 521 561 281
30-34 64,029 .00859723 550 358 385 193
35 and Over 341,432 .00242464 828 538 579 290
Total/Net! 720,776 .00559880 4,035 2,623 2,825 1,412
1995
19 and Under 215,252 .00004463 10 6 7 4
20-24 65,277 .02952504 1,927 1,253 1,445 867
25-29 61,038 01358927 829 539 622 373
30-34 68,910 09859723 592 385 443 267
35 and Over 414,297 .00242454 1,005 653 753 452
Total/Net! 824,774 .00529034 4,363 2,836 3,272 1,963
2000
19 and Under 232,825 .00004463 10 7 8 5
20-24 69,979 .02952504 2,066 1,343 1,653 1,157
25-29 63,377 .01358927 861 560 689 A82
30-34 70,408 .00859723 605 393 484 339
35and Over 483,215 .00242464 1,172 762 937 656
Total/Net! 919,804 .00512577 4,714 3,381 3,771 2,640

1. Net participation rates vary from those shown in Display 13 due to population changes in the age cohorts.

Sources: San Diego Associations of Governments, 1985b; 1986¢; California State Department of Finance, 1983; and the California State
University, 1986a and 1986f.
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DISPLAY 20 North County Center Enroliment Projection for 1990, 1995, and 2000, Ba: ¢d on the

Participation Rate at San Diego State Universivy

Multiply by
Ratio of
Upper-Division Add5,10,and Full-Time-
and Gradua e 15 Percent for Equivalent to
Participation Multiply by 65 1990, 1995,and Headcount
Rates for San Percent to 2000 for Enrollment:
North County Diego State Projected Gross  Indicate Local Outside of Area 1990,0.5;1995,
Year and Age Cohort Population University Enrollment Attendance Attendance 0.6; 2000,0.7
1950
19 and Under 193,765 .00006935 13 9 9 5
20-24 62,547 .04789696 2,996 1,947 2,097 1,049
25-29 59,003 .02402009 1,417 921 992 496
30-34 64,029 .01083205 694 451 485 243
35 and Over 341,432 .00230446 787 511 551 275
Total/Net* 720,776  .00819518 5,907 3,839 4,135 2,068
1995
19 and Under 215,252 .00006935 15 10 11 7
20-24 65,277 .04789696 3,127 2,032 2,345 1,407
25-29 61,038 .02402009 1,466 953 1,100 660
30-34 68,910 .01083205 746 485 560 336
35 and Over 414,297 .00230446 955 621 716 430
Total/Net! 824,774 .00764913 6,309 4,101 4,732 2,840
2000
19 and Under 232,825 .00006935 16 10 13 9
20-24 69,979 .04789696 3,352 2,179 2,681 1,877
25-29 63,377 .02402009 1,522 990 1,210 852
30-34 70,408 .01083205 763 496 610 427
35 and Over 483,215 .00230446 1,114 724 891 624
Total/Net' 919,804  .00735642 6,766 4,398 5,413 3,789

1. Net participation rates vary from those shown in Display 13 due to population changes in the age cohorts.

Sources: San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b; 1986¢; California State Department of Finance, 1983; and the California State
University, 1986a and 1986f.
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DISPLAY 21 North County Center Enrollment Projection for 1990, 1995, and 2000, Based on the
Participation Rate for the Entire California State University System

Multiply by
Upper-Division Ratio of
and Graduate Add 5,10, and Full-Time-
Participation 15 Percent for Equivalent to
Rates for the Muitipiy by 65 1990, 1995, and Headcount
California State Percent to 2000 for Enrollment:
North County University ~ Projected Gross  Indicate Local ~Outside of Area  1990,0.5;1995,
Year and Age Cohort Population System Enrollment Attendance Attendance 0.6; 2000, 0.7
1990
19 and Under 193,765 .00006137 12 8 8 4
20-24 62,547 .04448878 2,783 1,809 1,948 974
25-29 59,603 .01968747 1,162 755 813 407
30-34 ‘64,029 .00964320 617 401 432 216
35 and Over 341,432 .00233292 797 518 558 279
Total/Net! 720,776 .00745048 5,371 3,491 3,759 1,880
1995
19 and Under 215,252 .00006137 13 9 10 6
20-24 65,277 .04448878 2,904 1,888 2,178 1,307
25-29 61,038 .01968747 1,202 781 901 541
30-34 68,910 .00964320 665 432 498 299
35 and Over 414,297 .00233292 967 628 725 435
Total/Net! 824,774 .00697163 5,750 3,738 4,313 2,588
2000
19 and Under 232,825 .00006137 14 9 11 8
20-24 69,979 .04448878 3,113 2,024 2,491 1,743
25-29 63,377 .01968747 1,248 811 998 699
30-34 70,408 .00964320 679 441 543 380
35 and Over 483,215 .00233292 1,127 733 902 631
Total/Net! 919,804 .00672052 6,182 4,018 4,945 3,462

1. Net participation rates vary from those shown in Display 13 due to population changesinth age cohorts.

Sources: San Diego Association of Governments. 1985b; 1986¢; California State Department of Finance. 1983; and the California State
University, 1986a and 1986f.
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1. Population growth could be greater than expected
-- as noted earlier, the Department of Finance’s
projection of San Diego County population is 5.5
percent higher than that of the San Diego Asso-
ciation of Governments’;

2. Participation rates could be greater due to impac-
tion at San Diego State; and

3. Qutside attendance could be greater than be-
tween 5 and 15 percent.

In no event, however, does it appear likely that ac-
tual enrollment at the center will approach the
4,013 full-time-equivalent "potential” mentioned in
the needs study, much less the even higher numbers
projected in the Tadlock study. The only circum-
stances that could dramatically alter the Commis-
sion’s projection of 1,412 would be the conversion of
the center to a four-year campus -- a possibility dis-
cussed in Chapter Three of this report.

Department of Finance comments
on the Commission’s projections

At the Commission’s request, Mary S. Heim of the
Department of Finance’s Population Research Unit
offered comments on the Commission’s enrollment
projections (Appendix F'). She stated that:

1. The Commission should have used the 18-and-19-
year-old age cohort instead of the "19 and under.”

2. The Commission should have used the 35-to-64-
year-old age cohort instead of “35 and over.”

3. If the Pleasant Hill Center is the "prototype,” the
Commission should have used its enrollment in
its analysis, specifically with regard to participa-
tion rates, distribution of local and out-of-county
enrollments, and ratio of headcount to full-time-
equivalent students.

4. The residence distribution of upper-division and
graduate enrollments for the Hayward campus
and the Pleasant Hill Center should have been
employed in the projection.

Ms. Heim’s first two points were both accurate and
appropriate, but they would have had virtually no
effect on the Commission’s projection since so few
neople who are either under 18 or over 64 attend
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college. Further, since the San Diego Association of
Governments used a 15-19-year-old age cohort, the
18-19-year-old cohort could not have been used in
any case.

Ms. Heim’s third point represents a point of disa-
greement, since the Commission does not consider
the Pleasant Hill Center, or any other center, a com-
pletely reasonable model for the North County Cen-
ter. Further, while participation rate data for Plea-
sant Hill could be obtained, the enrollment differ-
ences between those at Pleasant Hill and those pro-
jected for the North County Center are so great that
the exact parallel sought virtually disappears. In
addition, there are no extant residential data for any
of the centers. The ratio of headcount to full-time-
equivalent students, however, is available and is in-
cluded in Display 18.

The fourth point presents a similar problem, since
residential data for upper-division and graduate stu-
dents attending State University off-campus centers
are similarly not available

Comments of San Diego State University
President Thomas B Day

Following the second meeting with Department of
Finance officials, State University officials who at-
tended the meeting forwarded the materials to Presi-
dent Thomas B. Day. He responded with a letter to
Executive Director Pickens on November 19, 1986,
in which he argued that the proposed center would
probably attract larger enroliments than projected
by the Commission (Appendix G). He based this
opinion on his view that the assumptions used by the
Commission were too low ~egarding participation
rates, the percentage used to reflect local participa-
tion, the number of students coming from outside the
immediate service area, and the ratio of headcount
to full-time-equivalent students. He also noted two
“arithraetic errors” in the preliminary projection and
argued that the use of the term potential, which was
strongly criticized by the Department of Finance,
was the proper term to use.

In discussing the subject matter with President Day,
Commission staff agreed with several of his arith-
metic points but disagreed with all his suggestions
for changing the assumptions on which the Commis-
sion’s projection of 1,412 full-time-equivalent stu-
dents is based. Some of his suggestions about as-
sumptions, such as those concerning participation
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rates and attendance by students outside the service
area, were reiterations of assumptions made in the
needs study, all of which have baen discussed previ-
ously. Others, such as the ratio of headcount to full-
time-equivalent students, were unsupported by
data. Accordingly, with the exception of the correc-
tions that have already been incorporated into the
projection, the Commission can find no analytical
reason for changing the figures shown in Display 19.

Consideration of alternatives

Commission Criterion 2: The segment propos-
ing an off-campus c2nter must submit a compre-
hensive cost/benefit analysis of all alternatives
to establishing the center. This analysis must
include: (1) the expansion of existing campuses,
(2) the expansion of existing off-campus centers
in the area; (3) the increased utilization of exist-
ing campus and off-campus centers; and (4) the
possibility of using leased or donated space in
instances where . he center is to be located in fa-
cilities proposed to be owned by the campus.

In its needs study, the Office of the Chancellor con-
sidered and rejected six possible alternatives, and
the Commission agrees that they are not feasible:

1. Transporting students to San Diego State Univer-
sity: Given the enrollment projections discussed
above, a very large and costly transportation net-
work would be required to move students to San Di-
ego State; and even if such a system could be de-
veloped, the campus would not have sufficient room
to accommodate the students.

2. Expanding the physical capacity of San Diego
State University: The Trustee’s master-plan limit for
the campus is 25,000 full-time-equivalent students,
and the campus has exceeded it since 1984-85.

3. Instituting a self-support program in the north
county area: A self-support program would doubt-
less serve some students, but it has never been con-
sidered a practical solution to the problem of educat-
ing large numbers of students in any area of the
State.

4. Using interactive television to bring courses to the
north county area: While instructional television is
being used at several State University campuses to

supplement the regular instructional program, the
idea of substituting it for a campus or large center
has never been seriously proposed. As the Office of
the Chancellor notes (The California State Universi-
ty, 1986¢, p. 19):

This possibility, while potentially enriching the
programs and format, cannot be expected to
function as the sole delivery system. Even if it
should, the University would require class-
rooms and support services for the students en-
gaged in the interactive television mode. How-
ever, programs would be limited to those which
yield themselves to such delivery and to faculty
available to instruct by this means. Further, it
cannot replace a permanent campus to serve
the numbers of students currently requiring
access and projected to do so. Nor does it re-
solve the problem of laboratory access or first-
hand application.

5. Using several leased sites rather than a single cen-
ter: It is always possible to use several leased sites,
and many institutions -- particularly Coramunity
Colleges -- use this approach effectively. Multiple lo-
cations are most offective when they are designed to
deliver one or two courses or community service ac-
tivities, but are much less se when the objective is to
offer degree programs, principally because of prac-
tical limitations on course offerings and the absence
of support services If courses are offered at several
different sites, the transportation and scheduling
difficulties are sufficient to discourage most students
from pursuing a degree. In addition, support ser-
vices such as a library, computer services, counsel-
ing, and placement, cannot bhe offered efficiently or
effectively at scattered locations. As the Commis-
sion noted in its 1980 repurt, Degrees of Diversity, the
State’s first priority in funding should be directed to
the provision of degree programs, and such programs
are impractical in multiple-site environments.

6. Expanding the current leased site or leasing an-
other site large enough to accommodate north county
enrollments: In its needs study, the Office of the
Chancellor assumed a space need of 250,000 assign-
able square feet to accommodate 2,500 full-time-
equivalent students -- an excessive amount for the
1,412 full-time-equivalent students projected for
1990, but a size that will be needed by the year 2000
if the Commission’s enrollment projection of 2,640
full-time-equivalent students for that year is real-
ized. Display 22 on the opposite page shows the
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DISPLAY 22 Full-Time-Equivalent Student Capacity, Non-Residential Assignable Square
Feet, and Assignable Square Feet per Full-Time-Equivalent Student for
Large and Small California State University Campuses, Fall 1984

Assignable Square
Feet per Full.
Full-Time-Equivalent Non-Residential Time-Equivalent

Campus Student Capacity Assignable Square Feet Student
Chico 11,583 1,072,247 92.6
Fresno 11,927 1,114,883 93.5
Fullerton 14,976 1,021,584 68.2
Hayward 10,903 718,423 65.9
Long Beach 19,733 1,514,173 76.7
Los Angeles 19,879 1,294,266 65.1
Northridge 17,201 1,146,083 66.6
Pomona 12,239 963,643 78.7
Sacramento 15,376 1,004,996 65.4
San Diego 22,868 1,450,141 63.4
San Francisco 16,325 1,171,748 71.8
San Jose 18,660 1,639,700 82.5
San Luis Obispo 12,230 1,321,237 108.0
Totals 203,900 15,333,124 75.2
Bakersfield 3167 260,118 82.1
Dominguez Hills 6789 404,931 59.6
Humboldt 6175 709,317 114.9
San Bernardino 3554 362,847 102.1
Sonoma 5305 445,559 84.0
Stanislaus 2963 284,027 95.9
Totals 27,953 2,166,799 88.2
Systemwide Totals 231,853 17,799,923 76.8

Source: The California State University, 1983, 1985¢.

average number of assignable square feet per full-
time-equivalent student at all 19 State University
campuses, categorized by large and small campuses.
It indicates that the larger campuses require slight-
ly less area per student than the smaller campuses
due to their greater economies of scale. If the North
County Center is built to accommodate a projected
enrollment of 2,000 full-time-equivalent students, it
will be only slightly smaller than the existing cam-
puses at Bakersfield and Stanislaus, which average
88.8 assigniable square feet per full-time-equivalent

v . 35

student. Consequently, for the purpose of this anal-
ysis, it will be assumed that the North County Cen-
ter will require 177,600.

At present, the San Marcos Center leases space at
the rate of $1.26 per square foot per month. If the
North County Center were to lease space, and given
a 5.0 percent rate of inflation, this per-square-foot-
per-month cost should rise to $1.53 by 1990 The Of-
fice of the Chancellor noted that there would be ad-
ditional costs for remodeling, since no office complex
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is ever designed to meet academic requirements, and
estimated this cost at about $13.50 per square foot,
for an additional cost of $2.4 million. The cost of a
five-year lease, therefore, would be $18.7 million.
Site purchase and construction costs, of cou.se,
would be greater initially, but much less when am-
ortized over the normal 40-year useful life span of
most academic buildings. Forty-year lease costs, at
present rates, would be $149.6 million.

Effects on other institutions

Commission Criterion 3: Other public segments
and adjacent institutions, public or private,
must be consulted during the planning process
for the new off-campus center.

Commission Criterion 5§: The proposed off-
campus center must not lead to an unnecessary
duplication of programs at neighboring cam-
puses or off-campus centers, regardless of seg-
ment or district boundaries.

Commission Criterion 6: The establishment of
University and State University off-campus
centers should take into consideration existing
and projected enrollment in adjacent institu-
tions, regardless of segment.

Because of their relationship, these three criteria
are considered together in this section.

In June 1986, President Thomas Day of San Diego
State University asked for statements from the six
institutions in the immediate vicinity of the propos-
ed center —~ the University of California at San Di-
ego, Mira Costa College, Palomar College, National
University, the University of San Diego, and United
States International University. He received no re-
sponse from: United States International University,
but the other chief executives replied as follows.

e Chancellor Atkinson of the University of Cali-
fornia, San Diego, responded that although he
had not had the opportunity to review the pro-
posal carefully, “My intuition says that the fa-
cilities for higher education in San Diego County
need to be expanded and | am sure that SDSU’s
leadership will be effective” (The California State
University, 1986¢, Attaciment 1).
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e Presidents H. Deon Holt of Mira Costa College
and Superintendent/President George R. Boggs of
Palomar College -- the area’s two community col-
leges -- both wrote enthusiastic letters of support.
Enrollment projections for both colleges, shown in
Display 23 below, indicate continued annual
growth between 1990 and 1995 at both of them;
and because the center is intended to offer only
upper-division and graduate courses, it would not
compete with their programs.

DISPLAY 23 Enrollment Projections for
Palomar and Mira Costa Colleges, 1990

to 1995
Palomar Mira Costa
Year College College
1990 16,240 6,808
1991 16,500 6,902
1992 16,850 7,018
1993 17,320 7,170
1994 17,720 7,313
1995 18,252 7,460

Source: The California State University, 1986¢.

e President Author E. Hughes of the University of
San Diego stated that “My only concern, which I
expressed to you early on, was that there be an
adequate study of the need for such a campus and
my understanding is that such a study has taken
place and there is, in fact, a real need for a satel-
lite campus for SDSU."”

e President David Chigos of National University
described National’s activities in the north county
area and expressed some concerns about the
North County Center proposal:

Our presence in North County was expanded
dramatically with the construction of a full
campus at Vista in late 1980. We completed
another classroom complex at our North
County campus in the Spring of 1986 and
will start construction of still another class-
room complex in the Winter Quarter 1987.
In addition to these facilities, we will open an
overflow learning center annex in Rancho
[ &




Bernardo, in the Fall of 1946. A learning
ceater has been proposed for the Fall Quar-
ter of 1987 in the Carlsbad/coastal area.
Through these educational facilities, Na-
tional University will offer approximately
800 courses to a North County student body
of approximately 2,500, during the 1986-87
school year.

He stated that National had been requested to es-
tablish another campus in southern San Diego
County but could not do so because of its northern
commitments, and he therefore suggested that
“the system should consider the suggestion made
by South Bay elected officials that CSU locate
their new campus in the South Bay area rather
than duplicating National University’s successful
program offerings for the past eight years in
North County.”

National University currently offers 192 courses
in 38 subject fields at its Vista campus (Appendix
H). Those disciplines with the greatest number of
courses include education (15), law (14), psycholo-
gy (12), computer sciences (11), information sys-
tems (11), accounting (10), and natural sciences
(10). Other courses with evident popularity fall
primarily into the business and management
field, and include finance (9), management (8),
marketing (6), management science (6), econom-
ics (4), and telecommunications management (4).

It app¢ ars probable that the North County Center
will offer degree programs in inany of these same
curricula areas, since the State University in-
tends to transplant its San Marcos Center curric-
ulum (described under Criterion 9 below) to the
new facility. But the controlling word in Criteri-
on 5 regarding "unnecessary duplication of pro-
grams at neighboring campuses or off-campus
centers” is unnecessary; and the National-North
County Center duplication may be considered rea-
sonable and necess .ry for at least two reasons:

1. National University offers its courses on a one-
course-per-month basis, usually in the evening,
thereby allowing employed students to arrange
their class schedules around their work and
avoid the semester-long time commitments re-
quired at State University campuses and cen-
ters. In contrast, the proposed center will op-
erate during both day and evening on the se-
mester system.
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2. National’s tuition and fee levels quite clearly
preclude many north county residents from at-
tendance. According to National’s 1986 cata-
log, it requires about 180 quarter units for the
bachelor’s degree, which, at National’s current
fee of $93 per unit, brings its total student fees
to $16,740 and its annual cost to $4,185, as-
suming a four-year program. While these fees
are considerably less than those charged by
many other independent institutions, they are
still about five to six times higher than those
currently charged to State University students.

For these two reasons, it seems unlikely that the two
institutions will be unnecessarily competitive.
Moreover, National has demonstrated in the past
that its unique format is highly attractive to stu-
dents in cities such as Los Angeles, Sacramento, San
Diego, and San Jose, where comprehensive State
University campuses have operated for many years.
Thus, given the letters of support for the North
County Center from the presidents of the other
neighboring educational institutions, the Center
does not appear to duplicate existing offerings un-
necessarily.

Meeting community needs

Commission Criterion4 Programs to be offered
at the proposed center must meet the needs of the
community in which the center is to be located.
Strong local or regional interest in the proposed
facility must be demonstratea.

The need for educational services in the north county
area is strongly evident, as is local and regional sup-
port The Tadlock study indicates a need for 6,000
new teachers and 5,000 replacement teachers in the
area by the year 2000 (pp. 56, 99). In addition, the
State University's needs study contains letters of
support from six area legislators as well as officials
of San Diego County, the County Office of Education:
the cities of Escondido, Carlsbad, Del Mar, QOcean-
side, Poway, San Marcos, and Vista; 42 corporations
-- including Burroughs, Chrysler, Hewlett-Packard,
Hughes Aircraft, Kaiser Development, NCR, Pacific
Bell, San Diego Gas & Electric, and SONY: nine
school districts; and numerous community organiza-
tions and private citizens. There is no known oppo-
sition.
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While many corporations would be expected to sup-
port growth of most kinds, some of the comments
from the technologically oriented companies are spe-
cifically indicative of their need for ecucational ser-
vices. For example, David Aker of Burroughs stated
that "San Diego State University's mnain campus is
well over their FTE limit of 25,000 students. It would
appear that the capacity to fill our educational needs
is rapidly diminishing, and this is particularly true
in the North County where there is rapid growth in
high technology firms.” The Chrysler Corporation
stated that it had a specific need for trained pro-
fessionals in “"computer sciences, engineering, man-
-agement, industrial design, and science-related de-
grees.” And Joseph Costa of Hewlett-Packard com-
mented that it is "critical for the future growth of
the high technology firms in this area, including
Hewlett-Packard, that we start making moves to
grow more of our own engineers locally” (The Cali-
fornia State University, 1986¢, Appendix H). Many
others offered comments in the same vein.

Reasonable commuting time

Criterion 8: The proposed off-campus center
must be located within a reasonable commuting
time for the majority of residents to be served.

Both the Tadlock >.udy and the State University's
needs study contain comprehensive summaries of
the transportation systems in the north county area.
Although the area's primary means of transporta-
tion is the automobile, San Diego County is pro-
posing the extension of light-rail service to the San
Marcos area sometime between 1995 and 2005. The
current freeway system is shown in Display 24 on
the opposite page, with levels of congestion shown in
Display 25 (page 32). Display 26 on page 33 shows
travel times between the San Marcos site and vari-
ous areas of the County as determined by Tadlock
and indicates that the mos. distant arcas of the
north county region are accessible to the campus
within 45 minutes while most can be reached in
substantially less.

Display 27 on page 34 shows the general vicinity of

the Prohoroff Ranch site, indicating that it is located

adjacent to State Route 78 and intersected by Twin

Oaks Valley Road. From the freeway map shown in

Display 24, it can be seen that this location provides

excellent access from both the eastern and western
Q

areas of the county and good access from the north-
ern and southern areas along Interstates 5 or 15.
State Route 78 and the two interstate freeways are
major arterials with genecrally light to moderate
traffic at present, and they are expected to remain so
through 2005 (Tadlock, 1986, Figure 12).

Bus service to San Marcos and the surrounding area
has been provided by the North County Transit Dis-
trict since 1976. The needs study provides no infor-
mation indicating the level of service to be provided
between the proposed site and various north county
cities. This should not come as a surprise, however,
since the site has not yet been acquired, and plan-
ning remains in its early stages. If the North County
Center is approved and funds are provided by the
Governor and the Legislature, the State University
should be expected to enter into negotiations with
the North County Transit District to ensure bus
transportation to the center.

Program description and justification

Commission Criterion 9- The programs project-
ed for the new off-campus center must be de-
scribed and justified.

The current off-campus center in San Marcos offers
degree programs in the following subject fields:
Undergraduate programs

Major in American Studies with the B degree in
Liberal Arts and Sciences.

Major in Liberal Studies (three different options),
with the AB degree in Liberal Arts and Sciences.

Major in Social Science with the AB degree in Lib-
eral Arts and Letters.

Major in Business Administration with emphases
in Accounting or Management.

Major in Public Administration with the AB de-
gree in Applied Arts and Sciences.

Major in Psychology, with the AB degree in Lib-
eral Arts and Sciences.
Graduate programs

MA degree in Education with concentrations in (1)
Elementary Curriculum and [nstruction, (2) Sec-
ondary Curriculum and [nstruction, (3) Commu-
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DISPLAY 24 San Diego County Freeway and Expressway System
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DISPLAY 26 Commuting Times to and from the San Marcos Site
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DISPLAY 27 General Vicinity of the Prohoroff Ranch Site

4»0

Source: PRC Engineering, 1986.

nity College Curriculum and Instruction; (4) Edu-
cational Administration and/or Administrative
Services Credential; or (5) Educational Techno-

logy.
Master of Social Work degree.

Credential and certificate programs

Multiple Subjects Teaching Credential

Single Subject Teaching Credential
Certificate in Instructional Technology

At present, the State University plans to transfer
these degree programs to the new North County
Center. It has offered no further plans for an ex-
panded curriculum in its proposal, perhaps because
it awaits Commission and legislative action before
starting detailed program planning. However, a
substantial increase in the number of students
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served will most likely necessitate a considerable
expansion of the curriculum, and the Commission
believes that some indication of the direction of this
likely expansion is needed at this time, even though
the specific new offerings will eventually be subject
to the normal program review procedures followed
by both the Commission and the Educational Pro-
grams and Resources Division of the Office of the
Chancellor.

Physical, social, and
demographic characteristics

Commission Critz-ion 10: The characteristics
(physical, social, demographic, etc.) of the loca-
tion proposed for the new off-campus center
must be included.

Senate Bill 1060 (Craven) specified that the State
University “shall contract for the performance of a
detailed survey of the northern portion of San Diego
County that shall include, but not be limited to, of-
ficial population projections, an industry and income
profile,” and related matters. In compliance with
that directive, the State University retained PRC
Engineering of San Diego to survey the north county
region and determine the suitability of various sites.
PRC submitted an extremely comprehensive 300-
page report that analyzed the suitability of four pos-
sible sites for the North County Center, as indicated
in Displays 28 and 29. PRC described each of the
sites as follows (1986, pp 5-3, 5-4):

Site A: Site A is approximately 581 acres in
size and is known as the Bressi Ranch property.
The site is an unincorporated County island,
entirely surrounded by the City of Carlsbad.
The site is bordered on the nocth by Palomar
Airport Road and on the west by El Camino
Real. Palomar Airport Road provides access
from the site to Interstate 5, approximately 3.5
miles to the west. Access to SR 78 is available
via El Camino Real to the north or San Marcos
Boulevard to the east. The site is characterized
by a varied terrain, with a large upper plateau
to the north, a series of finger ravines, and a
small lower basin in the south portion of the
s1ie.

Site B: Site B, known as the College Cannon
site, comprisas approximately 647 acres in the
northeast portion of the City of Carlsbad and
includes some unincorporated County areas.
Future access to I-5 is expected to be provided
by the construction of Cannon Road on the
southern boundary of the site; access to Sr-78
will be provided by the extension of College
Boulevard along the site’s western boundary.
Access to this site is presently restricted to un-
improved dirt roads. Topography of the site
varies from two dominant hills, rolling terrain
in the eastern portion, extremely rough terrain
in the centrai and western portions, and a large
flat drainage basin in the southwest corner.

Site C: Site C, known as the Prohoroff Ranch
property, is located approximately one-half
mile south of SR-78 near the intersection of

DISPLAY 28 Sites Surveyed by PRC Engineering, with Approximate Locations an. Acreages

Letter General Location in the Approximate
Designation Site Name North County Area Acreage
Site A Bressi Ranch Southwest 581
Site B College Cannon West/Central 647
Site C Prohoroff Ranch Central 541
Site D Byron White South/Central 546

Source: PRC Engineering, 1986,




DISPLAY 29 Four Potential Site Locations for the San Diego State University North County Center

Source: PRC Engineering, 1986, p. S-2.

Myrtle Avenue and Twin Oaks Valley Road in Oaks Valley Road provides direct access to
the City of San Marcos. This 541-acre site has State Route 78 from the site. The site is located
a varied terrain ranging from nearly level land within the City of San Marcos' Redevelopment
in the northern portion to sloping areas in the Project Area No. 2, and annexation proceedings

southern and eastern portions of the site. Twin




are underway to incorporate the western por-
tion of the site into the City of San Marcos.

Site D: Site D is known as the Byron White
site, and is part of a 2,150 acre ownership.
Based on field reconnaissance, review of avail-
able topographic mapping and a slope analysis,
PRC planners determined thez portion of the
property which would be most reasonable for
further study as a possible site for a university
campus. The portion of Site D selected for con-
sideration is a 546-acre undeveloped parcel lo-
cated 1n the southernmost part of the City of
San Marcos. Questhaven Road and Elfin For-
est Roads provide access to the site, with major
access to both I-5 and SR-78 provided by
Rancho Santa Fe Road, located approximately
two miles west of the site. The topography of
the site ranges from steep mountain peaks in
the northern portion of the property to relative-
ly level land in the central and western sections
of the site.

Following its analysis of the region and the four
sites, PRC developed the matrix shown in Display 30
on page 38, which summarizes its assessment of
each site’s suitability in terms of 29 ifferent indices
-- including centrality of location, zoning problems,
land-use patterns, traffic circulation, geologic suita-
bility, public health and safety considerations, and
noise impact. Its conclusions can be summarized as
follows:

1. The Bressi Ranch property (Site A), while other-
wise quit- suitable for the center, contains severe
public safety problems due to its proximity to the
Palomar Airport and has a limited amount of
prime development area, and serious geologic con-
straints.

2. The College Cannon site (Site B) has an earth-
quake fault and a major utility easement that
cross the only otherwise developable portion of
the site as well as little room for expansion.

. The Prohoroff Ranch site (Site C) is the most us-
able due to its central location and general ab-
sence of constrzints to the State University’s de-
velopment plans.

4. The Byron White site (Site D) has severe prob-
lems with regionai transportation, zoning ordi-
nances, land use compatibilities, utility ease-
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ments, road access, topography, and geologic faults.

PRC attached seven conditions to its recommen-
dation of the Prohoroff Ranch site, including actions
prior to site acquisition and initial construction re-
lated to zoning, the rerouting of Twin Oaks Valley
Road, interchange improvements, and widening of
State Route 78. It also suggested that planners ag-
gressively pursue both lig. * rail and the construc-
tion of the proposed Civic/Lultural Center at a lo-
cation approximately 0.4 miles from the site.

Tafortunately, although PRC described the physical
features of each of the four sites thoroughly, the
State University’s needs study contains no compre-
hensive demographic information about the north
county area as called for by Criterion 10.

Access for the disadvantaged

Criterion 11: The off-campus center must facili-
tate access for the economically, educationally,
and socially disadvantaged.

According to 1980 census data on low-income and
minority resiuents of the north county, the area in
the immediate vicinity of the preposed center has
significantly 1ower housing prices and family income
than the average for the rest of San Diego County.
The racial distribution shcws a lower, but still sub-
stantial, percentage of Black residents than the
Statewide average, and a significant Hispanic popu-
lation. The 1980 data, as presented by the San Diego
Association of Governments, are shown in Displays
31 and 32 on page 39.

In its North County Proposcl, the State University
responded to Criterion 11 as follows (The California
State University, 1986c, p. 34):

.. . a permanent off-campus center would have
direct impact on acce:s for all of North County.
The consultant (Tadlock) points out how the
University’s presence would benefit the entire
pop.lation, particularly the disadvantaged.
(See Appendix K)

Of special note is the University’s relationship
to the American Indian and Hispanic popula-
tions of the area. For the past two years espe-
cially, the center has been aggressive in estab-
lishing curricular bonds with leaders among
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Source: PRC Engineering, 1936.

DISPLAY 30  PRC Engineering’s Matrix of Site Suitability Features, North County Center
SITE
Bressi Ranch College Cannon Prohoroff Byron White
ISSUES (A) :) © (D)
Regional | Centrality of Service Good Location Fair to Good Excellent Fair
Issues Region Location Location Location
Ragional Transportation Minimalto Moderate  Mirimal Minimzi to Severe
Network Impacts Constraints Constraints Moderate Constr'nts  Constraints
Vieinaty General Plan and Minimal to Moderate  Minime! Minimal Moderate to
Issues Zoning Compatabilities Constraints Constraints Constraints Severe Constraints
Governmental/ Private Moderate to Fair Excellent Fair Opportunities
Sector Impacts Severe Constraints Opportunities Opportunities
Existing Vicinity Land Moderate to Minimal to Moderate Minimal Severe Constraints
Use Compatabilities Severe Constraints Constraints Constraints
Land Use Development Moderate to Minimal to Moderate Minimal Moderate to
Pattern Impacts Sever: Constraints Constraints Constraints Severe Constraints
Comniunity Interface Limited Limited Good None to Limited
Potentials Potentials Potentials Potentials Potentials
Vicinity Circulation Minimal Minimal to Moderate Moderate Severe Constraints
Impacts Constraints Constraints Constraints
Public Health and Sen ore Minimal Neutral Moderate
Safety Impacts Constraints Constraints Constraints
Site Ownership and Neutral Moderate Moderate Severe
Issues Encumbrance Impacts Constraints Constraints Constraints
Site Access Impacts Neutral Moderate to Moaerate Seve e
Severe Constraints  Constraints Constraints
Topogranhic ; Moderate Constraints Moderate Neutral Severe
Suitability Constraints Constraints
V.ew Potentials Excellent Good Fair Fair
Opportunities Opportunities Opportunities Opportunities
Geologic and Soil - Moderate to Moderate to Minmmal to Moderate Severe
Suitability Severe Constraints Severe Constraints  Constraints Constraints
Biological Resource Minimal Moderate Minimal Moderate to
Impacts Constraints Constraints Constraints Severe Constraints
Cultural/Historical Minimal Minimal Neutral Moderate
Impacts Cunstraints Constraints Constraints
Utility Availabilities Moderate Constrrints  Moderate to Moderate Severe
and Service Impacts Severe Constraints  Constraints Constraints
Flooding and Drainage Moderate Constraints Moderate Minimal Minimal
Impacts Constraints Constraints Constraints
Climatolngical/ Air Neutral N~utral Neutral Moderate
Quality In.pacts Constraints
Noise Impacts Minimal Neutral Neutral M:nimal
Constraints Constraints

o
iy
?,rc %‘c
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DISPLAY 31 Demographic Characteristics of San Diego County Statistical Areas and

Selected Statistical Tracts, 1980
Statistical Area Median Age Family Income Housing Value

Central 27.2 $16,330 $83,620
North City 30.3 24,911 118,554
South Suvurban 27.5 18,433 80,222
East Suburban 30.1 21,352 91,092
North County 30.5 20,315 101,208
East County 35.6 19,625 75,843
Average 29.2 $20,313 $96,396
North County Census Tracis. 40,

41, a4, and 47 (Special Analysis) 30.7 $18,792 $85,184

Source: 1980 Census data quoted in San Niego Association of Governments, 1983.

DISPLAY 32  Percentage Distribution of the San Diego County Population, by Racial/Ethnic

Category, 1980 Census.

Asian/
American Pacific
Region White Black Indian Islader Other Total
Central 68.5% 14.1% 0.7% 6.2% 10.6% 100.0%
North City 87.6 2.5 0.5 58 3.5 100.0
South Suburban 73.9 2.7 0.6 9.2 13.7 100.0
East Suburban 92.4 17 0.8 1.7 3.3 100.0
North County 84.6 3.2 1.1 2.6 8.5 100.0
East County 89.7 14 4.6 0.4 3.9 100.0
Total 81.3 5.6 0.8 4.8 7.5 100.0
Distribution of the Hispame Other Hispanic Percent
Population Mexican  Puerto Rican Cuban Hispanic Total of Total
Central 84.1% 2.3% 0.6% 13.0% 100.0% 19.1%
North City 65.7 3.3 1.3 29.7 100.0 71
South Suburban 89.3 1.2 0.2 9.3 100.0 31.8
East Suburban 76.2 2.4 0.7 20.8 100.0 8.3
North County 86.0 2.4 0.4 11.2 100.0 15.1
East County 877 1.2 0.2 10.9 100.0 9.4
Total 82.8 2.2 0.6 14.4 100.0 14.8

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, 1983.

the ethnic populations. The University is most
encouraged by these efforts as the appropriate
academic and cultural programs begin to take
root. (See Appendiv L.) This is a long-range
plan, however, and the University is committed

to continuing aggressive outreach and recruit-
It should be noted, though,
that the disadvantaged students as well as the
ethnic populations require the same programs
and courses as others do. Without a broad aca-

ment activities.
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demic mix they will remain without access,
clearly disadvantaged.

This description is inadequate to satisfy the require-
ments of Criterion 11. Appendix K of the proposal,
referred to in the acuve quotation, contains only the
demographic data developed by Tadlock & Associ-
ates, and wlrile “.ppentix L contains two letters of
support from the chairmen of the Departments of
American Indian Studies and Mexican American
Studies at San Diego State, it gives no indication of
support or interest from any ethnic minority com-
munity vrganization or representatives of disadvan-
taged people in the area. Further, the survey con-
tains no description of any existing or proposed spe-
cial programs for minorities or disadvantaged stu-
dents; and since no academic master plan for the

proposed ceiter yet exists, it is impossible to evalu-
ate the extent to which the State University pro-
poses to serve these populations.

Summary

Of the Commission’s ten criteria that are relevant to
the North County Center, the California State Uni-
versity has supplied information on seven that pre-
sent no problems to the Commission. On three oth-
ers, however - Criterion 1, on enrollment projec-
tions; Criterion 9, on program justification; and Cri-
terion 11, on serving disadvantaged students -- the
State University has supplied insufficient informa-
tion.
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Off-Campus Center or Campus?

MUCH local interest exists within San Diego Coun-
ty for creating a second four-year campus of the Cali-
fornia State University -- potentially the twentieth
of the system. Local legislators and public officials
from the north county area have stated consistently
that their ultimate goal is for a comprehensive insti-
tution and that they regard the creation of an upper-
division and graduate off-campus center ac only a
step in the evolution of that campus. Tl.e Trustees of
the State Uriversity, while proposing .0 construct
only an off-campus center, nevertheless propose to
nurchasc between 350 and 400 acres of ¢the Prohoroff
Ranch property for it, which indicates that ‘hey
want to buy en-ugh land t> expand int. a full-
fledge.' campus at some future time.

The fact that betw -ea 50 and 15G acres of the Pro-
horoff Ranch site ai > hilly and cannot readily be de-
veloped in no way u.'ainishes the fact that a full
campus could . asily be constructed on the remain-
de* This is confirme3d by Nisplay 33, which shows
the gross an net usable arreages of the State Uni-
versity'z 19 campuses. As can be seen, ten of the 19
operate on fewe: than 250 useble acres. It is clear
that 250 acres of usable land are not required simply
fer an off-campus center, particularly when the av-
erage cf all 19 comprehensive campuses is 246.3
usable acres.

The State University’s consultzant for the center,
Tadlock & Associates, has recommended that "csu
plan for a comprehensive campus in NcSA [North
County Service Area] to house a minimum of 14,900
enrollment and a maximum of 21,000 by the year
2010” (Tadlock, 1986, Executive Summary, p. 9).
And in the needs study for the center, the Office of
the Chancellor has stated:

Beyond the demographic evidence which
points clearly to the need for the University to
develop in North County, there is another ser-
ious matter: availability of land. With the ex-
sansion of cities, residences, and industrial-
commercia! centers, parcels sufficient to estab-
lish a university have disappeared rapidly.
Thus, there is sume real need to move forward

DISPLAY 33 Gross and Net Usable Acreages
at California State University Campuses

Net
Gross Usable Perc nt
Cempus Acreage Acrrage Usable
Bakersfield 376 376 100.0%
Chico 119 116 97.5
Dominguez Hills 356 345 96.9
Fresno 327 327 100.0
Fullerton 237 227 95.8
"Taywrrd 355 173 48.7
umboldt 144 115 79.9
Long 3each 319 305 95.6
Los Angeles 173 151 873
Northridge 353 26 92.4
Pomona 428 412 96.3
Sacramento 288 268 93.1
Sen Bernardino 430 350 ‘1.4
San Diegn 283 207 73.1
San Fraacisco 102 92 90.2
Sai Jose 153 153 1€2.0
San Luis Obispo 374 203 Q1.0
Sonoma 219 219 100.0
Stanislaus 227 215 94.7
Averages 277.0 246.3 88.9%
North County
Center Pronosal  350-400  225-325 65-80%

Source: California State University, 1986d.
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without delay in purchasing a site for the cam-
pus.

All data indicate clearly that San Diego State
University should establish a permanent cam-
pus in North County The consultant’s report
[Tadlock] is strong in its recommendation for
such a step.

At this time, the Trustees of the California
State University support a site purchase, capi-
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ta: construction, and a significant expansion in
upper-division and graduate offerings by 1992.
However, there is a strong possibility that a
full-service, four-year and graduate campus
will be needed at some point. The demograph-
ics will require it (The California State Uni-
versity, 1986¢, pp. 35, 36; italics added).

Several demographic factors indicate the potential
need for a more comprehensive facility than the
Trustees currently propose:

e Growth of San Diego County: Los Angeles

Should the State decide in the future to convert
the center to a campus, these enrollment projec-
tions would change dramatically. The participa-
tion rates, shown only f~r the upper-division and
graduate levels, should increase by about 40 to 45
percent. The estimate of only 5 percent atten-
dance from outside the service area would probab-
ly jump to between 20 and 30 percent, and the
proportion of headcount to full-time-equivalent
students would grow between 1990 and 2000 from
the current projection of between 50 and 70 per-
cent to between 75 and 80 percent -- percentages
very close to the statewide average for the State

County, with an estimated 1985 population of
7,891,318 (California State Department of Fi-
nance, 1983a) maintains five State University
campuses -- an average of one campus for each
1,578,263 people. In contrast, Sun Diego County,
with 2,135,872 residents, has only San Diego
State University plus the San Marcos Center; and
by 2000, its population is expected to grow 33.4
percent to 2,848,974; by 2020, the County should
8dd another 22.6 percent, and grow to 3,494,411
(ibid.). From these projections, it appears that
San Diego County’s population will be more than
twice ‘he per-campus average population in Los
Angeles County eerly in the twenty-first century
- a fuet that indicates a 'nng-term need for a
second full-carvice campus in San Diege County.

Potential enrollment: The (2mrssion’s enroll-
ment projections presented in Dispiay 19 or s ze
+> above show the need for a facility to 2ccc v rig-
date 2,640 full-time-equivalent students in the
north county area by the year 2000, put its
projectior: is based on the assumptions that the
North County Center will have no lower-division
offerings, and that the full array of academic and
student activities and services normally found on
a comprehensive campus will not be present.

University's campuses. These adjustments could
change the Commission’s estimate of 2,640 full-
time-equivalent students to between 4,000 and
5,000 -- either one probably sufficient to justify
the creation of a full-service campus. A campus of
that size would in fact be larger than two existing
campuses and about the same size as four others.

Since the population of San Diego County will al-
most certainly continue to grow -- the only major
constraint L _ing the availability of water -- land
suitable for developmeat will continue to be ab-
sorbed, « + therefore increase in cost. In just the
past years, .cusing prices rose 15 percent in the San
Diego region (California Association of Realtors,
1386), and the San Diego Association of Govern-
ments estimates further that the amount of vacant
and developable land in the north county area will
decrease by 45.3 percent between 1990 and 2000 --
fron. 157,122 acres at present to 86,032 (SANDAG,
1984). It is certainly possible that land prices could
double within eigh.t to ten years.

All of these considerations argue for comprehensive
long-range planning ky the California State Univer-
sity in the San Diego area -- a subject discussed fur-
ther in Chapter Four.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Q

E119

IN terms of projected enroliment and site size, the
proposed North County Center of San Diego State
Universi‘y is the largest off-campus center ever re-
viewed by the Commission. It is also the first to be
proposed for permanent status, and the needs study
supporting it is the inost complex the Commission
has yet been asked 10 7eview. In the planning stage
for several years, it had elicited sufficient interest 18
months ago to encourage the Legislature to approve
Senate Bill 1060 (Craven), which appropriated
$250,000 for comnrehensive needs and site analyses.
It has drawn wide support from the local area, and
no direct opposition from any group or institution,
save only the reluctance expressed by National Uni-
versity.

Within the northern region of San Diego County,
population projections dev.loped by the San Diego
Association of M™vernments anticipate massive
growth through the end of this century and contin-
ued growth well into the next. For this reason, the
consultant retained by the Trustees -- Tadlock & As-
sociates of Carmel -- openly recommended the crea-
tion of a full campus capable of serving as many as
21,000 students by 2010.

In spite of those circumstances and the time avail-
able to the State University for developing its pro-
posal for the center, a number of problems emerged
in the proposal’'s documentation. The most impor-
tant concerned its enroliment projections, but other
deficiencies were apparent in the areas of academic
master planning ¢.d planned services to disadvan-
taged students. Those difficulties and t... Commis-
sion’s overall analysis of the proposal lead to the fol-
lowing cc.iclusions and recommendations.

Weaknesses of the proposal

Of th~ Zommission’s ten criteria ._.2vant to the
North County Center, three have been insufficiently
addressed by the proposal:

1. Enrollment projections: The State University has
 not satisfied the formal requirements of the Com-
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mission’s Criterion 1, which deals with projected
enrollments. Its projections were analytically in-
adequate and produced an enrollment “potential”
far in excess of the probable opening enrol!ment of
the center. Their lack of analytical validity was
formally recognized and commented upon by the
Population Research Unit of the Department of
Finance and ied the Commission to develop its
own enrollment projections. Comments from the
Department of Finance and San Diego State Uni-
versity President Thomas B. Day on the Commis-
sion’s projections were discussed in Chapter 2, and
are included in Appendices F and G, respectively.

Based on well-established procedures that involve
a consideration of north county population projec-
tions, age cohorts, participation rates, local atten-
dance rates, and the ratio of headcount to full-
time-equivalent students, the Commission pro-
jects an enrollment for the North County Center
of 1,412 full-time-equivalent students in 1990,
1,963 in 1995, and 2,640 in 2000 (Table 19, page
23). Although these projections are smaller than
the potential calculated by the State University,
they would establish the North County Center as
the largest among all the State Un’ rersity’s off-
campus ‘enters and more than justify its estab-
lishm ~nt. Thus the Commission’s own projections
satisfy the requir¢ meuts of Criterion 1.

. Program description and justification: Criterion

No. 9 requires a description and justification of
the programs proposed for the new center, and
this requirement has not been met. The State
University’s needs study stated only that the pro-
grams currently conducted at the San Marcos
Center will be transferred to the “'orth County
Center, but this 1s insufficient, since major curri-
cular changes will be necessary when the existing
center is expanded from 271 full-time-equivalent
students in 1985-86 to the projected enrollments
of between 1,400 and 2,650 from 1990 to 2000.
Such growth will also require the installation of
more extensive support services such as libraries,
computer laboratories, and studant services. The
State University needs to indicate the configura-
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tion of the curriculum and of these ancillary ser-
vices.

3. Access for the disadvantaged: The Commission's
final standard - Criterion 11 -- requires the pro-
posed center to facilitate access for the economi-
cally, educationally, and socially disadvantaged.
This criterion received superficial treatment in
the State University’s needs study. Before the
Commission grants final approval for the center,
a full and detailed presentation of the State Uni-
versity’s plans to serve disadvantaged members of
the center’s north county service area should be
provided.

Streagths of the proposal

The State University has met all of the Commis-
sion’s other criteria for the center:

1. Consideraticy of alternatives: The State Univer-
sity has fully satisfied the requirements of Crite-
rion 2, regarding consideration of alternatives to
the center. The Commission agrees that no prac-
tical alternative exists to establishing a perma-
nent off-campus center in the north county area.

2. Effects nn other institutions: The State University
has also satisfied the requirements of Criteria 3,
5, and 6, concerning consultation with other insti-
tutions, program duplication, and enrollment at
adjacent institutions. All major institutions of
postsecondary education in the region were ad-
vised of the State University’'s inteations, and re-
sponses were received from most of their chief ex-
ecutives. In addition, the State University con-
sulted extensively with representatives from the
two local Community Colleges, and those officials
fully endorse the center’s creation and the offer-
ing of upper-division and graduate programs.
Given the enrollment growth projected for these
Commurity Colleges, as well as for the Univer-
sity of California, San Diego, it appears most un-
likely that the establishment of the North County
Center will in any way undermine their economy
of operation or reduce their enrollments to any
significant extent.

Concerning program duplication, National Uni-

versity suggested that it was serving the north

county asrea adequately through its Vista campus
)
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and that the State University should consider
opening a center in the southern sector of San
Diego County instead of the north. A detailed ex-
amination of National's course offerings, sched-
ules, ani fees, however, leads the Commission to
cor:lude tirat duplication between National's
no-th -~ounty offerings and those of the North
Couaty Center will be minimal and should not
unduly affect National's overall operation.

. Meeting community needs: Criterion 4 requires

that the proposed center meet the needs of the
community and that strong local or regional in-
terest in it be demonstrated. There is no question
that the center will serve the community and no
question about local support, which has been vo-
cal, comprenensive, and sustained. As to the spe-
cific needs of various population groups, however,
the Commission cannot yet determine how those
needs will be met, and this aspect of Criterion 4
will not be satisfied until the State University de-
- 2lops a comprehensive plan for degree programs,
course offerings, and ancillary academic and stu-
dent services, as the Commission has requested in
its discussion of Criterion 9 above.

Reasonable commuting time: Criterion 8 con-
cerns the location of the center and its accessibil-
ity to the residents o its service area. In this
regard, the State University's site planning has
been sound. It retained a respected engineering
firm - PRC Engineering -- to survey four possible
sites from a variety of perspectives, and its needs
assessment crnsultaat -- Tadlock & Associates --
also examined transportation patterns and com-
muting times. It is clear from the report of PRC
Engineering that Prohoroff Ranch -- the site cho-
sen by the Triustees -- is the most acceptable of the
four considered and that its ivcation adjacent to a
major freeway will provide reasonable access to a
majority of north county resicents.

The Commission notes, however, that a consider-
able amount of planning remains to be accom-
plished. Access roads may have to be built, wid-
ened, and perhaps even rerouted, and negotiations
need to proceed with the North County Transit
District to assure adequate public transportation
to the site. The Commission presumes that the
State University will take the necessary steps to
complete these important, but presently unfin-
ished, aspects of institutional development.
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5. Physical, social, and demographic characteristics:
Criterion 10 requires a descripticn of the physical,
social, and demographic characteristics of the pro-
posed center, and the first of these was performed
in a comprehensive manner by PRC Engineering.
The State University only superficially addressed
social and demographic characteristics in its
needs study, but the Commission obtained enough
data from the Sa:n. Diego Ass.ciation of Govern-
ments and the Population Research Unit of the
Department of Finance to satisfy the require-
ments of this criterion.

In sum, despite deficiencies in the State University’s
needs study and in the planning procedures behind
it, the population projections for the north county
area show a strong need for expanded State Univer-
sity services in the area, and a probable need for a
full-service campus at or near the turn of the cea-
tury. Because the cost ot iand is rising so rayidly in
the northern San Diego area, the purchase of 350 to
400 acres of the Prohoroff Ranch property is a rea-
sonable and prudent action for the State of Cali-
fornia to take now, even though the parcel is larger
than needed for only an off-campus center.

Recommendations

Based on the above conclusiorns, the Commission rec-
ommends:

1. That the Governor and the Legislature ap-
prove funding in the 1987 Budget Act for the
purrhase of between 350 and 400 acres on the
Prohoroff Ranch site in the City of San Mar-
cos in northern San Diego County to be used
for the constructior of a permanent State
University upper-division and graduate off-
campus center of San Diego State University.

2. That the California State University submit
by October 1, 1987, a supplemental report to

the Postsecondary Education Commission
that corrects the deficiencies in its criginal
needs study. This report should include a
comprehensive academic and support service
master plan for the North County Center and
a complete description of how the Center will
serve disadvantaged residents of the area.
The report should also include a description
of how public transportation will be made
available to the Center’s students.

3. That the Governor and the Legislature ap-

" prove no funding for site development, plan-
ning and working drawings, or construction
of the Center until the Commission has ap-
proved the academic and support service
master plan and the plan for service to the
disadvantaged.

4. That the State University proceed with phy-
sical master planning for the constructicn of
facilities on the Prohoroff Ranch site suffi-
cient to accommodate a full-time-equivalent
upper-division and graduate enrollment of
.M to 1,700 by the opening date of Fall 1992,
and of 2,600 to 2,700 by Fall 2000. This
planning should take into account the poten-
tial expansion of the North County Center
into a four-year, full-service campus of the
State University system.

5. That if the State University considers it ap-
propriate to convert the North County Center
into a comprehensive campus, it shall submit
a complete justification for that change to the
Commission at least two years in advance of
the preposed conversion date. That justifica-
tion should conform to and satisfy ail of the
criteria contained in the Commission’s
"Guidelines and Procedures for the Revie - of
New Campuses,” with particular attention to
Criteria 3 and 7 regarding consultation with
adjacent institutions and consideration of ex-
isting and projected enrollments in those in-
stitutions.
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Appendix A

Guidelines and Procedures for the Review
of New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers

NOTE: The following material is reproduced from
Report 82-34 of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission, which the Commission adopted
on September 20, 1982,

Preface

It has been many years since a new campus was au-
thorized for either the University of California or
the California State University, and it is not antiei-
pated that any will be propo: 1 in the immediate
future. In the past five years, .ae only authorized
new campuses have been Orange County Commun-
ity Colleges. Off-campus centers, however, contin-
ue to be proposed from time to time, and it is pro-
bable that some new centers will be offered for Com-
mission review and recommendation in the future.

In April of 1975, the Commission adopted policies
relating to the review of new campuses and centers,
and revised those policies in September of 1978.
The purpose was to provide the segments with spe-
cific directions whereby they could conform to two
Education Code sections. The first of these dicects
the Commission to review proposals for new cam-
puses and off-campus centers of public postsecon-
dary education and to advise the Legislature and
the Governor on the need for and location of these
new campuses and centers (Education Code 66903).
The second states the Legislature’s intent that no
funds for the acquisition of sites or /or the construc-
tion of new campuses and off-campus centers by the
public segments be authorized without the Commis-
sion‘s recommendation.

The 1975 document -- and the 1978 revision --
outlined the Commission’s basic assumptions under
which the guidelines and procedures were devel-
oped, and specified the proposals subject to Commis-
sion review, the criteria for reviewing proposals, the

schedule to be followed by the segments when they
submit proposals, and the required contents of
“"Needs Studies.” As experience was gained with
the guidelines, it became clear that some confusion
was generated by this format, and that some in-
structions appeared o be ambiguous or difficult to
interpret. In addition, there was the problem of
applying the guidelines to operations that had bee..
started totally with non-State funds - especially
Community Coilege off-campus centers initiated
solely with local money — a distinction of consider-
able substance prior to passage of Proposition 13,
but less meaningful thereafter. In several cases,
doubt arose as to whether an existing center had
been previously recommended by~the Commission
or "grandfathered” in by being initiated before the
guidelines were adopted. In other cases, although
the Commission was notified, it took no action be-
cause no State money was involved or anticipated.
When State funds were later requested, some dis-
trict, acquired the mistaken impression that a fav-
orable rerom... *ndation had been secured, and were
surprised to learn that they had to participate in an
extended review process with no assurance that
State funds would be approved. The purpose of this
document is to resolve the questions and ambigu-
ities surrounding the original 1975) and updated
(1978) guidelines. To that end -- although large sec-
tions remain virtually unchanged -- thre. major re-
visions are included:

1. The original guidelines stated that the Commis-
sion would review new off-campus centers that
will re uaire either State or local funding for
acquisition, remodeling or construction, and/or
(2) those planned for use for three or more vears
at a given location, and which (a) will of 'er cour-
ses in two or more certificate and/or degree pro-




grams, and/or (b) will have a headcount enrol-
Iment of 500 or more.”

The revised guidelines included in this docu-
ment specify the need for review and recom-
mendation only for operations “that will require
State funding for construction, acquisition, re-
raodeling, or lease. Those operations involving
no State funds may be considered by the Com-
mission for review and recommendation, but
are reported primarily for inventory purposes.”
The location, program, and enrollment criteria
are removed from the guidelines, leaving State
funding the scle condition for requiring the
Commission’s recommendation. Review re-
quirements for centers which hdave been in exis-
tence for several years a\ the time State funds
are requested are specified below.

2. The original guidelines contained both “Criter-
ia” for reviewing new proposals and a section
entitled “Content of Needs Study” which was
largely repetitive. In this document, the latter
section has been subsumed under an expaaded
“Criteria” section.

3. The time schedules in the original guidelines
and procedvres were inconsistent between the
four-year segments and the Community Col-
leges. This revision attempts to make the
schedules more consistent for all segments.

Without question, the most difficult problem sur-
rour.ling the Commission’s role in the review of
new campuses and off-canipus centers concerns op-
erations started without State money but needing
State money at a later date. Obviously, it is impos-
sible to ignere the fact that such operations exist,
but at the same time, the Commission cannot allow
prior existence to constitute a higher priority for
State funds than would be accorded a proposal for a
completely new facility. Were existing campuses
and centers given such a priority, it could encourage
the segments to “seed” new operations from non-
State sources on the assumption that State money
could be obtained more easily 'ater. Accordingly,
the Commission must regard any request for State
funds, whether for an existing or new campus or
center, as being applicable to a new operation.
Thus, while these guidelines and procedures re-
quire Commission review and recommendation only
for State-funded operations, the Commission stron-
gly suggests that any segment anticipating the
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need fos State funds later take steps to secure the
Commission’s favorable recommendation at the ear-
liest possible time. If such steps are taken, it should
be possible to avoid denying funds to an existing
center.

Although these guidelines and procedures are dir-
ected to public postsecondary education, the Com-
mission invites and encourages the independent ¢ !-
leges and universities and the private vocational
schools to submit their proposals for new campuses
and off-campus centers to the Commission for re-
view, thus facilitating the statewide planning act-
ivities of the Commiscion. This invitation to the in-
dependent segment was first extended by the Com-
mission on April 14, 1975, at the time these guide-
lines and procedures were first approved. A similar
ir—itation was extended on March 17, 1980, with
respect to degree programs to be offered at off-
campus locations (Degrees of Diversity: Off-Campus
Education in California, California Postsecondary
Education Commission Report No. 80-5, p. 100).

Assumptions basic to the development
of guidelines and procedures for
Commission review of proposais for
new campuses and off-campus centers

The following assumptions are considered to be cen-
tral to the development of a procedure for Com-
mission review of proposals for new campuses and
off-camnus centers.

o The University of California and the California
State University will continue to admit every eli-
gible undergraduate c..plicant, although the ap-
plicant may be subject to redirection from the
campu; of first choice.

o The University of California plans and develops
its campuses on the basis of statewide need.

o The California State University plans and devel-
ops its campuses on the basis of statewide needs
and special regional considerations.

o The California Comnunity Colleges plan and de-
valop their campuses and off-campus centers on
the hasis of open enrollment for all students cap-
able of benefiting from the instruction and on the
basis of local needs.
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e Planned enrolln. :nt capacities are established for
and observed by all campuses of public postsecon-
dary education. These capacities are determined
on the basis of statewide and institutional econo-
mies, campus environment, limitations on cam-
pus size, program and student mix, and internal
organization. Planned capacities are estabiished
by the governing boards of Community College
districts (and reviewed by the Board of Governors
of the California Community Colleges), the Trus-
tees of the California State University, and the
Regents of the University of California. These
capacities are subject to rev-ew and recommen-
dation by the Commission.

Proposals subject to Commission review

New campuses

The Commission will review proposals for all new
campuses of the University of California, the Calif-
ornia State University, and the California Com-
munity Colleges.

New off-campus centers

For the purposes of this section, "State funds” are
defined as any and all monies from State General
Fund appropriations and/or property tax revenues.

University of California and California State Uni-
versity: The Commission is concerned with off-cam-
pus educational operations established and admin-
istered by a campus of either segment, the central
administration of either segment, or by a consor-
tium of colleges and/or universities sponsored whol-
ly or in part b;; either of the above. Operations that
are to be reported to the Commission for review are
those which will provide instruction in programs
leading to degrees, and which will require State
funding for construction, acquisitior, remodeling,
or lease. Those that involve funding from other
than State sources may be considered by the Com-
mission for review and recommendation, but need
be reported only as part of the Commission’s Inven-
tory of Off-Campus Facilities and Programs (Educa-
tion Code Sec. 66903{13]).

California Community Colleges: The Commission is
concerned with off-campus operations established
and administered by an existing Community Col-
lege, a Community College district, or by a consor-
tium of colleges and universities sponsored wholly
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or in part by either of the above. Operations to be
reported to the Commission for review and recom-
mendation are those that will require State funding
(as defined above) for construction, acquisition, re-
modeling, or lease. Those operations not involving
State funds may be considered by the Commission
for review and recommendation, but need be repor-
ted only as part of the Commission’s Inventory of
Off-Campus Facilities and Programs.

Consortia: When a consortium involves more than
one public segment, or a public and the indeperdent
segment, one of those segments must assume pri-
mary responsibility for presenting the proposal to
the Commission for review.

All Proposals: All off-campus operations must be
reported to the Commission, either through the
requirements of these guidelines and procedures, or
through the Inventory of Off-Campus Facilities and
Programs. Any off-campus center established with-
out State funds will be considered to be a new center
as of the time State funds are requested for con-
struction, acquisition, remodeling, or lease.

Criteria for reviewing proposals

All proposals for new campuses and off-campus cen-
ters required by these guidelines to be submitted by
any segment of higher education in California must
include a comprehensive "Needs Study.” This study
must satisfy all of the criteria specified below, and
will constitute the basis for the Commission’s evalu-
ation of pro~osals. As noted in the Preface, all first-
time requests for State funds will be considered as
applying to new operations, regardless of the length
of time such campuses or centers have been in exis-
tence.

Criteria for reviewing new campuses

1. Enrollment projections shou:d be sufficient to
justify the establishment of the campus. For the
Jroposed new campus, and for each of the exis-
ting campuses in the district or system, enrol-
Iment projections for each of the first ten years
of cperation, and for the fifteenth and twentieth
yrars, must be provided. For an existing cam-
pus, all previous enrollment experience must
also be provided. Department of Finance enrol-
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Iment projections must be included in any needs
study.

Alternatives to establishing a campus must be
considered. These alternatives must include:
(1) the possibility of establishing an off-campus
center instead of a campus; (2) the expansion of
existing campuses; and (3) the increased utiliza-
tion of existing campuses.

Other segments, institutions, and the commun-
ity in which the campus is to be located must be
consulted during the planning process for the
new campus. Strong local or regional interest
in the proposed campus must be demonstrated.

Statewide enroliment projected for the Univer-
sity of California should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing University cam-
puses. If statewide enrollment does not exceed
the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling statewide needs for the establish-
ment of the new campus must be demonstrated.

Projected statewide enrollment demand on the
California State University system should ex-
ceed the planned enrollment capacity of exist-
ing State University campuses. If statewide
enzollment does not exceed the planned enrol-
Iment capacity for the system, compelling re-
gional needs must be demonstrated.

Projected enrollment demand on a Community
College district should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing district campuses.
If district enrollment does not exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing district
campuses, compelling local needs must be dem-
onstrated.

The establishment of a new University of Cali-
fornia or California State University campus
must take into consideration existing and pro-
jected enrollments in the neighboring institu-
tions of iis own and of other segments

The establishment of a new Community College
campus must not reauce existing and projected
enrollments in adjacent Community Colleges --
either within the district proposing the new
cainpus or in adjacent districts -- to a level that
will .lamage their economy of operation, or cre-
ate ex *ess enrollment capacity at these institu-

tions, or lead to an unnecessary duplication of
programs.

9. Enrollments projected for Community College
campuses must be within a reasonable commu-
ting time of the campus, and should exceed the
minimum size for & Community College district
established by legislation (1,000 units of aver-
age daily attendance [ADA] two years after open-
ing).

10. The programs projected for the new campus
must be described and justified.

11. The characteristics (physical, social, demogra-
phic, etc.) of the location proposed for the new
campus must be included.

12. The campus must facilitate access for the
economically, educationally, and socially disad-
vantaged.

Criteria for reviewing new off-campus centers

1. Enrollment projections should be sufficient to
justify the establishment of the new off-campus
center. Five-year projections must be provided
for the proposed center, with enrollments indi-
cated to be sufficient to justify its establish-
ment. For the University of California and the
California State University, five-year projec-
tions of the nearest campus of the segment pro-
posing the center must also be provided. For the
Community Colleges, five-year projections of all
district campuses, and of any other campuses
within ten miles of the proposed center, regard-
less of district, must be provided. When State
funds are requested for an existing center, all
previous enrollment experience must also be
provided. Department of Finance enrollment
estimates rust be included in any needs study.

2. The segment proposing an off-campus center
must submit a comprehensive cost/benefit anal-
ysis of all alternatives to estabiishing the cen-
ter. This analysis must include: (1) the expan-
sion of existing campuses; (2) the expansion of
existing off-campus centers in the area; (3) the
increased utilization of existing campus and off-
campus centers; and (4) the possibility of using
leased or donated space in instances where the
center is to be located in facilities proposed to be
owned by the campus.
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3. Other public segments and adjacent institu-
tions, public or private, must be consulted dur-
ing the planning process for the ne'v off-campus
center.

4. Programs to be offered at the proposed center
must meet the needs of the community in which
the center is to be located. Strong local or re-
gional interest in the proposed facility must be
demonstrated.

5. The proposed off-campus center must not lead to
an unnecessary duplication of programs at
neighboring campuses or cff-campus centers, re-
gardless of segment or district boundaries.

6. The establishment of University and State Uni-
versity off-campus centers should *ake into con-
sideration existing and projected enrollment in
adjacent institutions, regardless of segment.

7. The location of a Community College off-cam-
pus center should not cause reductions in exis-
ting or projected enrollments in adjacent Com-
munity Colleges, regardless of district, to a level
that would damage their economy of operation,
or create excess enrollment capacity, at these
institutions.

8. The proposed off-campus center must be located
within a reasonable commuting time for the
majority of residents to be served.

9. The programs projected for the new off-campus
center must be described and justified.

10. The characteristics (physical, social, demogra-
phic, etc.) of the location proposed for the new
off-campus center must be included.

11. The off-campus center must facilitate access for
the economically, educationally, and socially
disadvantaged.

Schedule for submitting proposals
for new campuses and off-campus centers

The basic intent of the time schedule for submitting
proposals to establish new campuses and off-campus
centers is to involve Commission staff early in the
planning process and to make certain that elements
needed for Commission review are developed within
the needs study described previously in these guide-
lines and procedures.

The schedules suggested below are dependent upon
the dates when funding for the new campus or off-
campus center is included in the Governor’s Budget
and subsequently approved by the Legislature.
Prior to the date of funding, certain events must
occur, including: (1) a needs study to be authorized
and conducted w:th notification to the Commission;
(2) district and/or syste i approval of the proposed
campus or off-campus center; (3) Commission re-
view and recommendation; (4) budget preparation
by segr.catal staff; (5) segmental approval of the
budget; (6) Department of Finance review for inclu-
sion in the Governor’s Budget; (7) consideration by
the Legislature; and (8) signing of the budget bill by
the Governor.

Specific schedules are suggested below for all pro-
posals for new campuses and off-campus centers re-
quiring State funds for construction, acquisition, re-
modeling, or lease. As noted previously, however,
the Commission may review proposals for new cam-
puses and off-campus centers, regardless of the
source of funding. This may require revisions in the
suggested schedules. Therefore, the specific time-
tables outlined below should be considered as guide-
lines for the development of proposals and not dead-
lines. However, timely Commission notification of,
and participation in the needs study, is important,
and will be a factor considered in the Commission’s
review of proposals.

Schedule for new campuses

University of California and California State University

1. Needs study authorized by the Regents of the
University of California or by the Trustees of
the California State University, with notifi-
cation to the Commission (30 months before
funding).

2. Needs study conducted by segmental staff with
appropriate participation by Commission staff
(29-19 months before funding).

3. Regents or Trustees approve new campus (18
months before funding).

4. Approval review by the California Postsec-
ondary Education Commission (17-15 months
h=frre funding).

5. Budget preparation by segmental staff (14-11
months before funding),
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9.

Budget approval by Regents or Trustees (10
months before funding).

Review by the Department of Finance (9-7
months before funding).

Consideration by the Legislature (6-0 months
before funding).

Funding.

California Community Colleges

1.

8.

Needs study authorized by the local district
board with notification to the Board of Gover-

nors and the Commission (32 months before
funding).

Needs study conducted by the district staff with
appropriate participation by staff from the
Board of Governors and the Commission (31-21
months before funding).

Local board approves campus (20 months before
funding).

Approval review by the Board of Governors (19-
18 months before funding).

Approval review by the California Postsecon-
dary Education Cummission (17-16 menths be-
fore funding).

Budget preparation by the Board of Governors’
staff and the Department of Finance review (15-
3 months before funding).

Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
. 2fore funding).

Funding.

Schedule for new off-campus centers

University of California and California State University

1.

Needs study authorized by the segment with no-
tificacion to the Commission (12 months before
funding).

Needs study conducted by segmental staff with
appropriate participation by Commission staff
(11-9 months before funding).

Regents or Trustees approve new off-campus
center (9 months before funding).

Review by the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission (8 8 months before funding).

8.

Budget preparation by segmental staff (8-6
months before funding).

Review by the Department of Finance (6-3
months before fundiag).

Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
before fundiry).

Funding.

California Community Colleges

1.

10.

Needs study authorized by local district board
with notification to the Board of Governors and
the Commission (18-16 months before funding).

Needs study conducted by district staff with ap-
propriate participation by staff from the Board
of Governors and the Commission (15-13
months before funding).

Local board approves off-campus center (12-11
months before funding).

Needs study submitted to the Board of “uver-
nors (9 months before funding).

Approval review by the Board of Governors (9
months before funding).

Needs study submitted to the California Post-
secondary Education Commission (8 months
before funding).

Approval review by the California Postsecon-
dary Education Commission (8-6 morths before
funding).

Budget preparation by the Board of Governors
and review by the Department of Finance (6-3
months before funding).

Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
before funding).

Funding.
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POMONA + SACRAMENTO - SAN SERNARDINO - SAN DISGO - SAN FRANCISCO - SAN JOSE

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
(213) $90. 5515

September 26, 1986

Dr. William H. Pickens, Director

California Postsecondary Education
Commission

1020 12th Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Bill:

T zm pleased to transmit formally to you a proposal to establish
on a permanent basis the S:-n Diego State University, North County
Center, on a State-owned site in San Marcos. It is anticipated
that an initial complement of facilities will be placed on that
site as soon as practicable.

The proposal demonstrates the ways in which the proposed perma-
nent center meets the criteria approved by the CSU Board of
Trustees in January 1986, and as accepted by the Commission in
June 1986. These new criteria were called for in 1985 legisla-
tion, specifically SB 1060, SB 1103 and SB 785.

We have endeavored to keep you -informed of the step-by-step
process we have followed in, first, assessing the educational
reeds and demographic trends of North County; second, determining
the potential need for a permanent site; third, advertising for
and evaluation of sites; and, fourth, beginning discussions which
are intended to lead to possible purchase by the State of a
specific site.

In the CSU 1987-88 capital outlay request, furnds are being sought
to enable site purchase. Initial facility planning funds are
being requested, as well as funds to suppcrt initial program
planning efforts.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission in 1978
endorsed establishment of the North County Center in leased
tacilities. We are now at a point in the evolution of meeting
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Dr. William H. Pickens -2~ September 26, 1986

the growing needs of the North County San Diego area when the
need for permanent facilities on a State-owned site requires
consideration and recogunition.

We look forward to working with you as the Commission discharges
its responsibilities pursuant to Education Code Section 66904.

This office, President Day and the campus staff stand. ready to
respond to questions you and the Commission may have during your

review process.
Sincerely
Qﬁa (iuK

John M. Smart
Deputy Provost

JMS:pfz

cc: Dr. W. Ann Reynolds
Dr. Thomas B. Day
Dr. William E. Vandament
Mr. Mayer Chapman
Mr. Harry Harmon
Dr. Richard Rush
Dr. Anthony J. Moye
Dr. Ralph D. Mills
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Appendix C

fconia Trustees of The California Staie University

Dr. William E. Vandament ) Date: Augqust 4, 1986
Provost and Vice Chancellor :
Academic Affairs

ca

William J. Mason
Director, Analytical Studies

Enrollment Potentials for North County Center

The North County area includes (1) the cities of Carlsbad,
Oceanside, and surrounding unincorporated area (North
County-West), (2) Escondido, San Marcos, Vista and surrounding
area (North County-East), and (3) a Southern Transition Zone 1ir
North County consisting of MSA 1 Subregions 13, 14, and 15.

The 1980 U.S. Census and projec:tions for these regions made by
SANDAG are:

1980 1999 1995 2GG0
Norsn County-West 197,311 278,843 320,357 358,425
North County-East 191,652 283,228 318,385 347,116

Southern Transition Zone 125,188 210,000 250,000 292,000

514,151 172,071 888,742 997,541

These data show that the area is clearly growing with a projected
population increase of more than 94 percent over the twenty year
period, 1980-2000. The growth rate during the 1990's are
projected to slow to 29.2 percent.

Looking at the 20-39 age consrt, the population will increase
significantly through the year 2000.
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Population, 20-39 .
1980 . _1590 1995 2000
North Couaty-West 75,283 106,387 122,226 136,750
North County-East 56,477 83,462 93,822 102,288

Southern Transition Zone 44,217 74,5717 88,783 103,698

176,217 264,426 304,831 342,736
Source: Each North County Service Area 20-39 age cohort

percent from 1980 U.S. Ceasus apolied to SANDAS North
County population projections,

The participation rates of San Dieqo Countv upper and graduate
division g*udents at San Diego State University per 20-39 age
cohort for the past six fali terins were as fecllows:

Participation Rates

San Dieg> County

Fal.l San Diego County UD/GD Students Participation
Term 20-39 Age Cohort at_ Spsu Rate

1980 683,124 13,988 .020477
1981 708,284 14,445 .020395
1982 730,662 13,515 .018497
1983 757,985 14,007 .018480
1984 778,767 14,004 .017983
1985 798,016 13,775 .017261

The nistorical participation rates for San Diego State
University have been artificially lowered in recent years
because the campus has not been able to meet student demand.
Thus, future estimates of enrollment potentials must allow for
adjustments in historical participation rates to reflect this
phenomenon. Therefore, the participation rate of .020477 fot
1980 is used to estimate the future enrollment potential from
San Diegn County for both the North County Center and San Diego
State University campus. The proportions of upper and gradiate
level students from San Diego County to total California
students attending San Diego State University during the past
six years are as follows:

O

63



I

. Proportion of San Diego State University calif- ‘nia Yp/GD
Enroliments From San Diego County

» L]

California San Diego County
Year UD/GD Enrollment UD/GD Enrollment Percent
1980 19,518 13,988 71.67
1981 20,284 14,445 71.21
1982 19,105 13,515 70.74
1983 19,830 14,007 70.64
1984 20,17¢& 14,004 . 69.4v
1985 20,342 13,775 67.72

For purposes of estimating the upper and graduate level
enrollment potentials for the North County Center, it is
assumed that 71.67 percent of the California enrollment will
come from the North County Service Area.

In summary, the following values were assumed in deriving
enrollment and full-time equivalent student potentials for the
North County Center:

1. Proportion of total population :n 20-39 age cohort for
North County-West, 38.153 percent; North County-East,
29.468 percent; and Southern Transition Zone, 35.5]3
percent.

2. Participation rate per 20-39 age cohort of North County
Service Area for San Diego County students attending the
North County Center in 1992 - .020477.

3. Proportion of California enrollments from outside the North
County Service Area attending the North County Center -
28033%0 e

4. Percent of total enrollment from outside California (other
states, U.S. possessions, visa, refugee, and resident
alien) - 10.94%. ’

5. Average unit load for upper and gr. .te division students
increasing from 5.91 student credit units 11 1985-86 to
10.94 in 1992-93 and beyond.

The application of these values generates the following
full-time -quivalent student potentials from 1990-91 through
1995-96 and 2000-0l1 for the Morth County Center:
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South County North County Total °
Year FTES FTES FTES
1990-91 27,246 2,953 30,199 .
1991-92 27,182 3,142 30,324
1992-93 27,049 3,331 30,380
1993-94 26,828 3,519 30,347
1994-95 26,546 3,709 30,255
1995-96 26,259 3,898 30,157
2000-01 25,222 4,784 30,006

Given the usual planning and construction timelines, facilities
will not be available on the new site until at least 1990-91.

Therefore, the estimates of enrollment potentials for the North
County Center are only for 1990-91 through 1995-96 and 2000-01.

San Diego State University has a total enrollment potential of
30,380 FTES, with 27,049 at SDSU campus and 3,331 FTES at the
North County Center in 1¢32-93, which is the capital outlay
planning year for the 1987-88 Capital Outlay Budget. The
Trustee's enrollment ceiiting for the San Diegu State University
campus is 25,000 FTES. Thus, there is an excess enrollment
demand of 2,049 FTES in 1992-93,

If the campus could :implement a policy to redirect these 2,049
excess FTES to tne North County Center at the historical

. redirection rate of one-third, the enrollment potential for the
North County Center would increase by <43 from 2,331 to 4,013
FTES. If the redirection policy were 100% successful, the
encollment potential would be 5,380 FTES. It shoiald be noted
that the San Diego State University campus in San Diego will,
in the meantime, remain impacted at the Trustee ceiling of
25,000 FTES through 2000-0l.

Assuming that support and capital outlav funds are available to
meet these enrollment potential., capital outlay planning for
the 1987-88 Capital Outlay Budget should pruceed with
facilities to accommodate 4,013 FTES at the Notth County Center
in 1992-93.

cc: Dr. Jack Smart
Dr. Ralph Mills
Dr. Donald Fletcher
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APPENDIX A

Assumptions in Deriving Enrollment Potentials fox
. North County Center

4 -

- <0-39 Age Cohcrt N

SANDAG 'does not make projections for North County-West, North
County-East, or the Southern Transition Zone by age groups.
However, the Population Research Unit of the Department of
Finance does make such projections for each ccunty in
California. The PRU projects a steady decline in the
proportion of the total population for San Diegoc county
comprised of the 20-39 age cohort. Table 1 shows that the
proportion will decrease from 38.31 percent in 1985 to 30.03
percent in 2000. It is assumed that the North County Service
Area will not follow hese trends because the growth of these
regions will come primarily from a relatively youny
population, Therefore, enrollment projections assume that the
20-39 age cohort as a proportion of the total population in
North County-East, North County-West, and the Southern
Transition Zone wWill remain constant throughout the projected
time periods. The proportions assumed were taken from the 1980
U.S Census for North County-West (38.153%), North County-East
(29.468%) and Southern Transition 2Zone (35.513%). Table 1l
sno''s the distrivution of the 20-39 age cohort for San Diego
County.

Partic’pation Rate of 20-39 Age Cohort

Participation rate: of San Diego County students attending San
Diego State University to the 20-3° age cohort during the past
6 fall terms have been declining from .020477 in 198u to .01726
(Table 2). This decline is attributable to increaced impaction
at San Diego State University. <+Therefore, tne historical
participation rates have been artificially reduced and do not
truly reflect student demand. For this reason, the
participation rate of .020477 for Fall 1980 is assumed to be
the best rate to use in estimating enrollment pctentials not
only at the North County Center out also at San Diego State
University.
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county Enrollments at tiorth County Center

Table 3 indicates the proportion of home county upper and
gyraduate level enrollments to upper and graduate i1evel California
enrollments at San Diego State University during the pact six
fall terms. It is assumec that the proportion of enroullments
from the Horth County Service Area who attend the North Countty
Center will be 71.67 percent, ! T.

hY

Enrollments for Outside California

Table 4 indicates the proportion of total enrollments from other
states, U.S. possessions, and foreign countries (visa, refugees,
and resident alien) at each campus for Fall 1985. San Diego
State had 10.94 percent of its enrollment with residence codes
outside California. Althouyh the CSU proportion is 13.27
percent, it is assumed that the proportion of such students at
the North County Center would be 10.94 percent as it is at San
Diegu State University.

Average Unit Load

Table 5 shows the averaye unit loads for upper and graduate
division students during the seventh year of operation for the
last eight campuses established in the CSU. San Dieygo Ste+=
University presently has a 10.94 average unit load for up and
graduate division students. Looking at the data in Table .
suggests that this load is represent tive of the average unit
load for all the eight campuses during their seventh year of
operation. Therefore, it is assumed that the éverage unit load
will increase from 5.91 in 1985-86 to 10.94 in 1992-93 and veyond
at the North County Center.
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Year

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
2000

TABLE 1

SAN DIEGO COUNTY PC2ULATION FOR 20-39 AGE COHORT

San Dieyo <+« North County South County

Total County 20-39 20-39 2039
Population Aye Cohourt* Age Cohort Age Cohort
2,404,716 853,980 264,426 589,554
2,453,537 859,326 272,507 586,819
2,501,453 861,746 280,588 581,158
2,548,451 860,321 288,669 571,652
2,594,454 856,363 296,750 559,613
2,639,483 852, 644 304,831 547,813
2,848,974 845,846 342,736 503,110

*projections made by the Population Research Unit, Department of
Finance.

TABLE 2

SiN DIEGO STATE UNIVERSITY PARTICIPATION RATES

San Diego County

Fall San Diego County UD/GD Enrollment Participation
Term 20-39 Populat.on at SDSU Rate
1980 683,124 13,988 .021477
1981 708,284 14,445 .020395
1982 730,662 13,515 .018437
1983 757,985 14,007 .018480
1984 778,767 14,004 .017983
1985 798,016 13,77¢ .017261
*Yalue used in assumptions,
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SAN DIEGG COUNTY UD/GD ENRLLLMENT

TABLE 3

AS PERCENT OF CALIFORNIA UD/GD ENROLLMENT

AT SAN DIEGO STATE UNIVERSITY

California
Year * UD/GD Enrollment
1980 19,518
1981 20,284
1982 19,105
1983 19,830
1984 20,178
1985 20,342

*

San Dlego\County
Un/GD Enrollment

13,988
14,445
13,515
14,307
14,004
13,775

TABLE 4

Percent

71.67
71,21
70.74
70.64
69. 40
67.72

-

PROPORTION OF TOTAL ENROLLMENTS FROM OUTSIDE CALIFORNIA

(OTHER STATES,

Camgus

Bakersfield
Chico

U.s.

Dominguez Hi.ils

Fresno
Fullerton
Hayward
Humboldt
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Northridge
Pomona
Sacramento

San Bernardino

San Diego

San Francisco

San Jose

San Luis Ovispo

Sonoma
Stanislaus

all

POSSESSIONS, VISA, REFUGEE,
Qutside
Total California
Enrollments Enrollments

3,776 299
14,667 Y48
7,649 963
16,918 1,864
23,445 2,995
12,173 1,350
6,220 423
32,519 4,854
20,525 5,782
28,871 4,194
17,207 3,000
23,212 1 708
6,513 477
34,322 3,756
25,143 4,390
25,479 4,156
16,140 1,030
5,491 430
4,255 461
324,626 43,083

*Value used in assumptions
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RESIDENT ALIEN)

Ta

Percent

7.92
6.46
12.59
11.02
12.78
11.09
6.80
24.93
28.17
14.53
17.44
7.33
7.32
10.94*
17.46
16.31
6.38
7.83
10.84

13.27
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TaBLE 5

AVERAGE UNIT LOADS FOR UPPER AND GRADUATE DIVISION
STUDENTS DURING SEVENTH YEAR OF OPERATION

L

Seventh . Averaye
Campus Year FTIES Enrollment Unit Load
Bakersfield 1977-78 1,693 2,405 10.56
Dominguez Hills 1972-73 2,540 3,171 12.01
Fullerton 1966-67 3,381 5,236 9.69
Hayward 1966-67 2,273 3,193 10.69
Northridge 1963-64 1,664 3,170 7.87
San Bernardino 1972-73 1,692 2,014 12.60
Sonoma 1968-69 1,837 2,148 12.83
Stanislaug 1967-68 698 955 10.96
all 15,778 22,292 10.62

The projections assume a 10.94 average unit load for Nortn
County Center.
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Appendix D

© STATE OF CALFORNIA

. DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-499¢

State of California

NEMORANDODN
Date: October 22, 1986

To: ¥illiam E. Vandament

Provost and Vice Chancellor
Academic Affairs

From: Department of Pinance

Thank you for sending us a copy of the enrollment projections
Bill Mason did for the off-campus center in North San Diego
county. I welcome the opportunity to comment. I must apologize
for the delay in responding. I was under the impression Dr.
Mason was to call me and discuss this projection further.

First I would like to comment on a basic assumption of thi
projection. Dr. Mason has emphasized to us that this is a
potential rather than a projection. I Luld interpret the
differeace between a potential and a projection as being the
difference from what is possible and what is likely. The
California Postsecondary Education Commission guidelines and
procedures specifically ask for enrollment projections, therefore

wve could not ccnsider this enrollment potential for any official
capitol outiay planning.

More specific to the projection, there is insufficient data
provided in the material I received to evaluate thLe
appropriateness of the service area used and its pcpulation
growth. Do the upper division and graduate classes being offered

normally serve specific subcounty areas or to they rather draw
from the entire state?

The use of San Diego Association of Government (SANDAG) subcounty
population projections is appropriate, however, State policy
nandates that on a regional basis they do not exceed official

Department of Finance Projections. SANDAG county totals are not
provided.

The county 20-39 vear old cohort grows 25 percent compared to 52
percent growth in total popuiation according to our Baseline '83
series. It is appropriate to assume a slower rate of growth for

- this cohort than the service area as a whole. Not only is a
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decline in the 20-39 year olds a statewide trend, but this area
is also reported to be very popular among senior migrants.

The 35-39 year old cohort represents about 20 percent of the
20-39 year old populaticn. The 35 and over represent about 12
percent of undergraduates and only about 5§ percent of full time.

Applying the .020477 participation rate to the 35-39 Yyears olls
is incorrect.

The .20477 participation rate used was a peak rate achieved in
1980. Since then the rate has fallen steadily downward. The
ispacting of programs doesz not explain why the rates and
enrollment have actually been dropping for this category of
student. A five-year average participation rate of .018532 would
be fairly optimistic and higher than the last historical
participation rate of .017262--in fact higher than the
participation rates for the past four years.

The average unit load for upper division and graduate students is
assumed to increase for 5.91 gtudent credit units in 1985-86 to
10.24 in 1992-93, based on average student load during the
seventh year of operation. Will the center curriculum provide
the variety of courses the campus does? What students are now
earning at the 5.91 rate and why?

Existing lower division FTE's are included in the total FPTE
Projection used in estimating needed capacity to the year 2000.

No change is projected between 1985 arnd 2000. I would expect
some cliange,.

This projection is quite different from those I have prxeviously

2

re'.ewed and therefore my comments are more general in nature, I
have not checked he SANDAG data nor any calculations.

If you have any questions .bout my comments please give me a call
at (916) 323-4080.

pd

Mary S. Heim
Research .nager

c~: William J. Mason
Williaw Storey, Postee.ondary Education Commission
Linda Gage, Population Research Unit
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Apperdix E

) APPENDIX E1  Population of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 55, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association of Governments Projections for 1990,
1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2000
0-4 1,606 2,441 2,417 2,321
5-9 1,402 2,014 2,075 2,021
10-14 1,665 2,073 2,198 2,220
15-19 2,214 2,517 2,546 2,628
20-24 2,263 2,745 2 367 2,654
25-29 1,706 2,298 2,179 2,075
30-34 1,440 2,279 2,233 2,082
35-44 2,407 4,603 5,011 5,015
45-54 2,408 3,835 4,576 5,174
55 - 64 2,890 4,536 4,346 4,888
65-74 2,336 4,024 4,215 4,367
74 and Up 1,167 2,559 2,983 3,282
Total 23,504 35,424 37,446 38,728

Source: San Diego Association of Governmrents, 1985b.

APPENDIXE2  Population of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 54, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association of Governments Projections for 1990,
1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2c00
0-4 376 637 674 711
5-9 346 555 612 653
10-14 336 465 527 584
15-19 335 424 460 521
20-24 256 347 361 394
25-29 277 416 421 440
30-34 242 426 448 458
35-44 362 771 897 985
45- 54 356 632 806 999
55 - 64 373 581 570 826
65- 74 206 394 442 503
74 and Up 103 251 2i4 378
Total 3,568 5,899 6,632 7,452

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, 1965b.
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APPENDIX E3  Population of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 53, 1980 Censu:
Data and San Diego Associati~n of Governments Projections for 1990,

1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2000

0-4 597 1,016 1,192 1,229
5-9 565 909 1,109 1,160
10-14 740 1,032 1,296 1,406
15-19 702 897 1,076 1,193
20-24 419 572 658 704
25-29 571t 833 937 959
30-34 662 1,173 1,363 1,364
35-44 1,109 2,375 3,063 3,290
45-54 925 1,650 2,332 2831
55-64 1,239 1,938 2,473 2,987
65-74 940 1,813 2,250 2,503
74 and Up 407 1,000 1,380 1,630
Total 8,856 15,208 19,129 21,256

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b.

APPENDIX E4  Population of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 52, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association of Governments Projec.ions for 1990,

1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2000

0-4 3,530 4,860 5,036 5,239
5-9 3,100 4,034 4,350 4,589
10-14 3,225 3,636 4,034 4411
15-19 3,973 4,105 4,347 4,864
20-24 4,592 5,069 5,154 5,558
25-29 4,093 5,006 4,969 5,127
30-34 3,168 4,541 4,660 4,706
35-44 4,595 7,962 9,071 9,834
45-54 4,135 5,966 7,450 9,122
55-64 4,278 5,410 6,098 7,428
65-74 3,907 6,104 6,692 7,510
74 and Up 2,951 5,859 7,152 8,532
Total 45,547 62,552 69,013 76,920

Source. San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b.
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APPENDIXE5  Populatio.: of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 51, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association of Governments Pro;«ctions for 1990,
1995, and 2000.

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2000
0-4 1,782 2,891 3,269 3,375
5-9 1,835 2,815 3,312 3,467
10-14 1,759 2,328 2,830 3,072
15-19 1,680 2,047 2,365 2,627
20-24 1,583 2,057 2,283 2,442
25-29 2,002 2,893 3,136 3,212
30-34 2,003 3,383 3,789 3,796
35-44 2,417 4,934 6,134 6,598
45-54 1,920 3,264 4,449 5,406
55-64 2,903 4,326 5,320 6,429
65 - 74 3,365 6,192 7,407 8,250
74 and Up 1,519 3,558 4,734 5,597
Total 24,768 40,698 49,028 54,271

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b.

APPENNIXE6  Population of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 50, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association of Governments Projections for 1990,
1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2000
0-4 6,146 8,871 9,236 9,332
5-9 5,850 7,982 8,649 8,859
10- 14 6,379 7,539 8,403 8,925
15-19 7,666 8,303 8,835 9,600
20-24 7,646 8,842 9,036 *9,462
25-29 6,979 8,952 8,932 8,950
30-34 6,39, 9,602 9,905 9,715
35-44 9,493 17,242 19,741 20,783
45-54 8,041 12,.61 15,250 18,146
55 - 64 8,053 10,676 12,091 14,302
65 - 74 7,394 12,111 13,342 14,541
74 and Up 5,367 11,168 13,701 15,879
Total 85,405 123,449 137,131 143,494

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b.
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APPENDIX F7  Population of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 43, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association of Governments Projections for 1990,
1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2000
0-4 2,593 2,962 2,897 2,778
5-9 1,823 1,968 2,003 1,947
10-14 1,020 953 998 1,006
15-19 5,560 4,629 4,611 4,722
20-24 10,277 9,215 8,861 8,781
25-29 2,659 2,681 2,508 2,385
30-34 1,455 1,729 1,674 1,559
35-44 1,100 1,578 1,697 1,695
45-54 154 185 217 245
55-64 41 42 45 51
65-74 13 17 i7 18
74 and Up 10 16 18 21
Total 26,705 25,975 25,546 25,208

Scarce: San Diego Association of Governmeuts. 1985b,

APPENDIX E8  Population of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 42, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association of Governments Projections for 1999,
1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2000
0-4 6,302 8,603 9,258 9,745
5-9 4.821 6,220 6,965 7,433
10- 14 4,643 5,193 5,984 6,621
15-19 6,836 7,010 7,710 8,729
20-24 10,204 11,132 11,759 12,823
25 - 29 7,031 8,517 8,781 a 166
30-34 5,101 7,248 7,723 7,890
35-44 6,498 11,161 13,208 14,485
45-54 6,498 9,294 12,054 14,934
55-64 7,283 9,130 10.687 13,169
65-74 6,583 10,196 11,608 13,181
74 and Up 3,572 7,032 8,914 10.759
Total 75,372 100,736 114,651 128,935

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b.




APPENDIXE9  Population of San Diego County Statist.~al Tract No.41, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association of Governments Projections for 199v,
1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2000
0-4 2,611 5,176 5,:47 6,355
5-9 2,434 4,563 5,362 5,910
10-14 2,603 4,227 5,112 5,842
15-19 3,121 4,639 5,353 6,258
20-24 3,671 5,824 6,456 7,271
25-29 4,006 7,059 7,640 8,237
30-34 3,919 8,088 9,047 9,546
35-44 4,543 11,331 14,070 15,934
45 - 54 4,207 8,740 11,897 15,221
55-64 4,506 8,206 10,082 12,832
65 - 74 3,472 7,805 9,326 10,936
74 and Up 1,523 4,352 5,794 7,227
Total 40,616 80,010 95,986 111,569

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b.

APPENDIX E10 Population of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 40, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association of Governments Projections for 1990,
1995, and 2000.

Age Cohint 1980 1990 1995 2000
0-4 3,104 4,129 4,551 4,716
5-9 3,280 4,124 4,729 4,969
10- 14 3,851 4,194 4,948 5,389
15-19 4,422 4,406 4,961 5,526
20-24 5,241 5,586 6,041 6,487
25-29 6,034 7,126 7,524 7,731
30-34 5,955 8,246 9,002 9,054
35-44 7,294 12,209 14,792 15,970
45 - 54 5,167 7,203 9,567 11,667
55 - 64 4,818 5,888 7,059 8,564
65-74 3,488 5,264 6,137 6,861
74 and Up 1,954 3,749 4,866 5,782
Total 54,608 72,124 84,177 92,716

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b.
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APPENDIXEIl Population of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 15, 1980 Census
Data and San Dieg- Association of Governments Projections for 1990,
1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1€+ 2000
0-4 2,948 4,181 4,863 5,24
5-9 3,727 5,000 6,053 7,096
10-14 4,356 5,062 6,303 7,662
15-19 4,275 4,540 5,394 6,704
20-24 2,602 2,958 3,377 4,046
25-29 2,915 3,084 4,107 4711
30-34 4,307 6,362 7,334 8,235
35-44 7,149 12,762 16,321 19,664
45-54 4,182 6,218 8,716 11,862
55 - 64 3,509 4,573 5,187 7,835
65-74 2,032 3,266 4,020 5,015
74and Up 728 1,491 2,040 2,703
Total 42,730 60,097 74,315 91,157

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b.

APPENDIXE12 Populuation of San Diego County Statistical Tract No. 14, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association uf Governments Projections for 1990,
1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2000
0-4 2,296 4,114 4,597 4,890
5-9 2,132 3,608 4,195 4,526
10-14 2,160 3,170 3,792 4,242
15-19 1,986 2,675 3,053 3,496
20-24 1,925 2,770 3,035 3,349
25-29 2,509 4,002 4,287 4,524
30-34 2,771 5,168 5,723 5,912
35-44 3,410 7,688 9,445 10,471
45 - 54 2,170 4,074 5,485 6,869
55 - 64 2,444 4,021 4,885 6,086
65-74 2,131 5,551 6,562 7,531
74 and Up 1,680 4,345 5,711 6,959
Total 28,214 51,186 60,770 68,855

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, 1985b




APPENDIX E13 Population of San Diego County Statistical . act No. 13, 1980 Census
Data and San Diego Association of Governm. ts Projections for 1990.
1995, and 2000

Age Cohort 1980 1990 1995 2000
0-4 4,604 8,603 9,485 10,447
5-9 5,121 9,040 10,371 11,583
10-14 5,155 7,888 9,308 10,779
15-19 4,393 6,149 6,926 8,202
20-24 4,888 7,322 7,920 9,043
25-29 6,023 10,016 10,585 11,565
30-34 6,998 13,612 14,867 15,899
35-44 8,460 19,886 24,103 27,662
45-54 4,010 7,852 10,431 13,525
55-64 2,638 4,528 5,431 7,004
65-74 1,424 3,019 3,522 4,184
74 and Up 528 1,422 1,848 2,336
Total 54,242 99,337 114,797 132,229

Source: San Diego Association of Gove.” 1ents, 1985b.
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Appendix F

STATE OF CALIFORNIA GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-4998

November 20, 1986

William Storey

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Storey,

As you requested at the meeting on November 13, I am
providing a written response to your :nrollment projections
for the San Diego North County Campus. On a technical basis:

1. Department of Finance would use the populations 18-19
and 35-64 to compute rate~ and forecast population
for the youngest and oldest age groups.

2. Department of Finance would trend the participation
rates over time based on regression analysis rather
than holding them cons*ant throughout the forecast
period.

On a more genera.: basis I believe the projections would be
sirunger if che Chancellor's Office would revise their
prciections to include the follcwing analysis:

1. Use center data. If Pleasant Hill is the prototype, then
it i= appropriate to use their enrollment in the analvsis.
What are the participation rates for the center? What
proporticon of the students are residents? Wwhat is the
full time equivalent ratio?

2. What is the residence of upper division and graduate
students attending the campus and the centers?
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The answers to these questions should be used in a new
projection. Itwould eliminate the need to make so many
really gross assumptions and would benefit a new projection.

If you have any questions about my comments, please give me
a ~all at 323-4080.

Sincerely,

Mary S Heim
Research Manager

cc: Ralph Bigalow, California State University
Marilyn Cundiff-Gee, Department of Finance
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Appendix G

RECEIVED
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY PROVOST
S050 OV 24
THE PRESIDENT
SAN g0 ongziae o CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
(619) 265-5201

November 19, 1986
Mr. William Pickens v r

Director

California Postsecondary Education Cormission
” 1010 Twelfth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

.Dear Mr. Pickens:

Dr. Richard R:ch, Director of the San Diego State University North County Center,
was part of a meeting November 13 inciuding members of staff from CPEC, Finance
and the CSU Chancellor's 0ffice. He has briefed me on the presentation made by
Dr. Storey, and has given me copies of relevant tables from that presentation.

I have studied this material personally. It is a key element to the development
of a permanent SDSU-Nc th Cow:%y site. I am told that time is getting short,

so I am writing directly to ,zu. But I have had the benefit and courtesy of a
conversation with Dr. Storey, which I want to acknowledge with gratitude.

The question is: what is a best estimate for potential enrollment at a permanent
site for SDSU-NCC in the near time frame of 1990-1995-20007

I use the word “"potential" advisedly: if funds are not available to meet the
“potential” need, chen the "actual"” enrollment will 2e lower. This is the
current situation at our main campus, and gives an artificially low partici-
pation rate. As the demand or potential grows with population, if the facili-
ties available canno. meet the demand, the participation rate decreases. Thic
is an important point below.

Dr. Storey's predictions of potential enrollment for a nermanent SDSU-NCC are
based on 5 elements (see e.g., his Displays 18, 19 attached). They are:

i) North County population, ii) upper division/graduate participation rate;
iii) the fraction of projected gross enrollment that is predicted to be¢ local;
iv) the additional fraction of a projected gross that would be non-local;

v) the predicted ratio of FTES to headcount.

With the exception of item i) North County population, which is projected, all
the other major parameters in Dr. Storey's analyses are predictions or selections.
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Mr. William Pickens -2 - November 19, 1986

i) North County population: we have no suggestions to make on these numbers;
they seem reasonable.

ii) Upper divison/graduate participation rates: instead of SDSU experience,
or LSU System experience, Dr. Storey has chosen to look at experience in
the CSU five smallest campuses of Bakersfield, Humboldt, San Bernardino,
Sonoma and Stanis'aus. There are several concerns with this. First,
obviously, is that it ignores the local characteristics--urban/suburban:
stable/growing; rural/ai-tech; etc. Perhaps most {mpor:antly, the fierce
local pride and intense expectations of North San Diego citizens. Secondly,
these 5 campuses have reported enrollments below their budgeted enrollment--
SOSU for years is heavily over enrolled. This is a grofOund difference.
Thirdly, in contrast to opening fresh, we Will havé nad an SDSU-NCC for
over 10 years by the time the permanent site is opened in 1992. So The
low opening experiences of other remote campuses do not apply to this kigh
population area.

We believe all .. these reasons, and more, lead to justification of a parti-
cipation rate at least at the recent SDSU level--if not more, because our
particir~*jon is artificially surpressed by peaked-out facilities. The
difference is very significant. As an example, for 1990 and total; Five
smallest rate = 0.00565494; CSU System rate = 0.00782322; SDSU rate =
0.00975573. Considering that SDSU's experience is surpressed, there is
almost a factor of two difference, and this factor of two scales through
the entire calculation.

iii) Local fraction of predicted gross enrollment. Dr. Storey has looked at
upper division/graduate student bodies and determined the fraction of each
which is loca.. He chooses 65% as a reasonable upper-middle value, and I
agree on that basis. However, as Dr. Bigelow pointed out, the issue more
properly posed is the fraction of all CSU students from a given locality
who choose to stay in that locaitiy. This is the fraction which should
multiply local population to give locally derived potential enrollment.

SOSU is very popular with its local population--83% of all CSU students from
San Diego choose tn go to SDSU. To illustrate the difference in the two
methods--Storey, Bigelow--suppose SDSU facilities were about 15% bigger.
Then, 100% of local San Diego population could choose to go tec SDSU; but

the SDUS campus student population would still show only 50% local students.
Clearly, to estimate tne potentiai demand from iocai popuiation one should
use evidence of local choice, not evidence of how big local universities are.

iv) Additional fraction for outside area. I have no concern on the 5,10,15%

chosen for 1390, 495, 2000. Bul there is an arithmetical point: one should

take, e.g., 5% of the same gross projection of Display 18 that was used

for the previous 65% local. That is, get the projected gross from the

assumed experience; calculate the expected local fraction of it; add the
‘pected non-local fraction of it.

nnother way of stating this arithmetical point: calculate the projected

gross; then take the total, equal to local plus non-local, fraction of it.

Using 1990, total population, Dr. Bigelow projected 4076 gross enrollment.

Then I believe one should take (using his assumptions) 65% plus 5% of
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Mr. William Pickens -3 - Liovember 19, 1986

4076 to get 2853, instead of 65% of 4076 equals 2649; then add 5% of
2649 to get Z782. In this example, the arithmetical operations differ
by an increase of 72.

v) FTES to headcount ratio. Again, I understand Dr. Storey's approach
and think 1t Is a reasonable one. But I believe that rather than phase in
ratios of 50, 60%, 70% from 1990 to 2000, account should be taken of having
had a center for 10 years. S3 I would suggest using the SDSU experience
in each year of about 75%.

Once again ! have an arithmetical point. The FTES/headcount ratio, e.q.,
50%, should be applied to the previous column which is the total local plus
non-local potential headcount. It appears, instead, that the ratio has
been applied two colunns over to the potential local-only headcount.

Making only the arithmetical changes I have descr.bed in iv) and v) above (add
local and non-local percentages, then apply; take FTES ratio of final head-
count), as an illustration the total FTES for year 2000 in Dr. Storey's Display

18 would change from 2,367 to 2,913. If, besides making the arithmetical changes,
one used © 3U participation rates, SDSU's local attendance, and SDSU's 75% for
FTES ratio, then Dr. Storey's Display 19 total FTES for year 2000 would be
changed from 4,083 to 6,730 FTES.

I believe Dr. Storey's general approach is reasonable (with the arithmetical
corrzctions). It certainly gives a very firm and convincing lower limit to
predicted potential enrollment. If, in addition, SDSU experience is factored
in, the predictions are all significantly higher--more than 2.8 times higher
in year 2000 FTES.

This makes clear, I believe, that we must proceed to acquire the full site
the Board of Trustees has chosen; and we must proceed to build on it as quickly
as possible.

I want, again, to thank Dr. Storey for his courtesy.

Sincerely, S

Thomas B. Day ~;>

Attachment: Display 18, 19

cc: Dr. William Storey
Chancellor W. Ann Reynolds
Trustee Dale Ride, Chairman of the Board
Trustee Lee Grissom, Chair, Committee on Girts and Public Affairs
Trustee Roland Arnall, Chair of Committee cn Campus Planning,
Buildings and Grounds
Or. Jack Swart 87
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DISPLAY 18. North County Center Enrollment Prajection for 1990, 1995, and 2000 Based on the Combined Participation Rate
of Five Small Californic State University Campuses (Bakersfield, Humboldt, San Bernardino, Sonoma, and

Stanislaus). )
Add 5, 10, and Muitiply by
Upper Division 15 Percent for  Ralioof FTES to
and Graduate Multiply by 65 1990, 1995, and Headcount:
Participation Percent o 2000 for Outside 1990 = 50%;
Yearand Age  North County Rate for Five  Projected Gross  Indicate Locul of Area 1995 = 60%;
Cohort Population Small Campuses Enroliment Attendance Attendance 2000 = 70%
1990
19 and Under 193,765 00004463 9 6 8 3
20-24 62,547 02952504 1,847 1,200 1,260 600
25-29 59,003 .01358927 802 521 547 261
30. 34 64,029 06859723 550 358 376 179
35 and Over 341,432 00242464 828 538 565 269
Total 720,776 .00565494 4,076 2 549 2,782 1,325
1995 B
19 and Under 215,262 .00004463 10 6 7 4
20 - 24 65,277 02952594 1,927 1,263 1,441 752
25-29 61,038 .01358927 829 539 - 620 . 323
30-34 68,910 .00859723 592 385 443 231
35 and Over 414,297 00242464 1,005 653 751 392
Total 824,774 00565494 4,664 3,032 3,486 1,819
2000
19 and Under 232,825 00004463 10 7 8 5
20-24 69,879 02952504 2,066 1,343 , 1,544 940
25-29 63,377 01358927 861 560 644 392
30-34 70,408 00859723 605h 393 452 275
35and Over 483,215 00242464 1,172 762 876 533
Total 919,804 00565494 5,201 3,381 3,888 2,357

sources SANDAG, 1985b, CI’I;C, 1986¢, Departmentof Finance, 1983, California State University, 1986a and 1983f,

88




83

DISPLAY 19. North County Center Enrollment Projection for 1990, 1995, and 2000

Based on the Participation Rate at San Diego State University.

Upper Division Add5,10,and Multiply by
and Graduate 15 Percentfor  Ratioof FTES to
Participation Multiply by 65 1990, 1995, and Headcount:
Rates for San Percent to 2000 for Qutside 1990 = 50%;
Yeare .d Age North County Diego State Projected Gross  Indicate f.ocal of Area 1995 = 60%;
Cohort Population Universitly Enrcllme: Attendance Attendance 2000 = 70%
1990 - -
19 and Under 154,767 .00006935 11 7 7 3
20-24 03,958 .04789696 2,584 1,680 1,764 340
25-29 48,070 .02402009 1,155 T75% 788 378
30-34 49,051 01083205 531 345 363 173
35 and Over 284,333 .00230446 655 426 447 213
Tota! 720,776 .00975573 7,032 4,571 4,799 2,285
1995
19 and Under 170,244 .00006935 12 8 8 5
20- 24 55,940 04789696 2.579 1.742 2,003 1,045
25-29 49,378 02452009 1,186 g 887 463
30- 34 52,336 01083205 567 368 £24 221
35 and Over 342,718 00230443 790 513 590 308
Total 824,774 .00975573 8,046 5,230 6,015 3,138
2000
19 and Under 181,601 .00006935 13 8 9 6
20-24 59,405 .047896.,6 2,845 1,649 2,127 1,295
25-29 50:696 .02402009 1,218 792 910 554
30-34 52,679 ‘01083205 51 3N 427 260
35 and Over 396,446 00230446 914 594 683 416
Tolal 919,804 .00975513 8,975 5,833 6,708 4,083

Sources: SANDAG, 1985, CPIC, 1986¢; Departmentof Finance, 1983; California State Universily, 1986a and 1986,
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Appendix H

Courses Offered at Nationcl University, Vista Campus, Fall 1986 (Excluding Mu'tiple Course Sections)

National National
University Number of | University Number of
Code Subject Courses Code Subject Courses
ACC Accounting 10 LS Logistics 2
AVI Aerospace Sciz2nces 9 LIT Literature 1
(7)) Chemical Dependency 3 MET Manufacturing Engin- 2
eering Technology
CJ Criminal Justice 3 MGT Management 8
COM Communications MKT Marketing 6
CS Computer Science 11 MS Management Science 6
ECO Economics MTH Math 11
ED Education 15 NRS Nursing Science 1
EGR Engineering 1 NV New Venture 1
Management
ENG English 5 OHS Occupational Health 2
and Safety
FIN Finance 9 PA Public Administration 1
HB Human Behavior 4 PM Personnel Management 2
HC Health Care 2 PS Political Science 2
HUM Humanities 6 PSY Psychology 12
HRM Human Resource 1 RE Real Estate 3
Management
IB International Business 1 SCI Natural Sciences 10
IS Information Systems 11 SoC Social Sciences 5
LAS Language Arts - Spanish TAX Taxation 1
LAW Law 14 TCM Telecommunications 4
Management
Total 192
Source: Computer printout supplied for the Vista campus by National University, Sacr samento, October 24, 1986.
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION CCMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the Leg-
islature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
California’s colleges and universities and to provide
indeperdent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governur and regislature.

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nirn. repre-
sent the general public, with three each appointed for
six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly. The
other six represent the major segments of postsecond-
ary education in California.

As of March 1987, the Commissioners representing
the general public are:

Seth P. Brunner, Sacramento

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Chairperson
Seymour M. Farber, M.D., San Francisco

Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles

Lowell J. Paige, El Macero

Roger C. Pettitt, Lc s Angeles

Sharon N. Skog, Mountain View, Vice Chcirperson
Thomas E. Stang, Los Angeles

Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Mokelumne Hill

Representatives of the segments are:

Yori Wada, San Francisco; repr2senting the Regents
of the University of California

Claudia H. Hampton, Los Angeles; representing the
Trustees of the California State Universicy

Ar.iur H. Margosian, Fresno: representing the
Board of Governors of the California Community Col-
leges

Donald A. Henricksen, San Marino; representing
California’s independent colleges ana universities

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks: representing the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational Insti-
tutions

Angie Papadakis, Palos Verdes; representing the
California State Board of Educatiocn

4

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of public
postsecondary education resources, thereby eliminat-
ing waste and unnecessary duplication, and to pro-
mote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to
student and societal needs.”

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecoridary education in California, including
Community Colleges, four-year colleges, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the
Commission does not administer or govern any insii-
tutions, nor does it approve, author.ze, or accredit
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other state
agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
these functions, while operating as an independent
board with its own staff and its own srecific duties of
evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Oper: tion of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meeting. throughout
the year at which it debates and takes action on staff
studies and takes positions on proposed legislation
affecting educction beye-.d the high school in Cali-
fornia. By law, the Commission’s meetings are open
to the public. Requests to address the Commission
may be made by writing the Commission in advance
or by submitting a request prior to the start of a meet-
ing.

The Commission’s day-to-day work is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex-
ecutive director, William H Pickens, who is appoint-
ed by the Commission

The Commission issues some 30 to 40 reports each
yedar on major issues confronting California postsec-
ondary education. Recent reports zare listed on the
back cover.

Further information about the Comnission, it3 meet-
ings, its staff, and its publications may be obtained
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
Third Floor, Sacramento, C'A 98514-3285:; telephone
(916) 445-7933.




Pronosed Construction of San Diego State University’s North County Center

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 87-5

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis-
sion as part of its planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities. Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Qffice, California Post-
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